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I< 


=3'N2 ; O = ™P. 
| =separates the two components of a doublet. 


ABBREVIATIONS IN THE MASORA QUOTED HERE: 


NIYXOD=YXD | 

O'N’II= 13) 

10D1= DD) | 

3°DI= OD) 

IDD;1ID= ODO 

(or: INN) INS WDO= No 
PIDD }IO= HO 

N15DD= 5D 

Mn WO= Nod 


D5 
nN» 


PPIDD ;Npioy = 
Pnny ;nnD = 


IPap= Pp 
MINDTP= Tp 
PXoOpP ;~OP= Ap 
WAP IVaAp= Mp | 
NDIDD w= D> | 
Tm1= 5 
san= "nn | 
Nman= an 
SPIN = UN 

py aN = aN 


| 


NI NDIN= aN 
NNTIN= IN 
YSON=XDN 

PIDD 10 NINN = DON 
PVA = WIA 

(two=) 370 72 =303 
T7IMYSIa= 73 


Pana ;AN ANA ;7WINIA= ANA 
PID0T=OD07 


pr= pr 

70n= on 
NDYDINMYO= yo 
DDO w= OF 
and= AD 

JD anD= DD 
myv= 9 

ID N?= PP 
wD cpp = ge 
soo = 5D 
ron= iby 


s5om9 40 = 700 


A dotted letter (e. ¢@. 3 or 7) indicates: that the word referred 


to occurs either so many times (twice, or five times), or ts 


spelled in such a way (with 2 or 7). 
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A. INTRODUCTION 


I. THE MASORETIC BIBLE 


HE first quarter of the sixteenth century or — to be more 


exact — the decade from 1515 to 1525 witnessed the 


publication of two almost equally elaborate editions of the 
entire Hebrew Bible by one and the same publishing house: 
Daniel Bomberg in Venice put out the so-called Rabbinic 
Bible in its first edition in the years 1515/17, and a compara- 
tively short time afterwards, in 1524/5, the second edition. All 
subsequent Bible editions up to our own days were based —or 
at least claimed to be — cf. my ‘‘Hebrew Phonology,’’ UZUCA 
XVI) §7 — upon the second Biblia Rabbinica, while the first 
edition survived merely in well equipped museums and in first 
class libraries. The reason for the different fates that befell 
Bomberg's two Bible editions lies in the fact that the second 
edition was essentially different from the first and was published 
with the express claim of representing the only reliable and 
trustworthy text of the Hebrew Bible, namely the Masoretic 
Text. 

By the strange workings of fate, Bomberg had met, after the 
publication of his first Bible edition, Jacob ben Chayim, had 
miven him a job as proof-reader in his printing plant, and —_ 
finally persuaded by him (though Jacob ben Chayim in his 
Introduction puts it to the effect that it was Bomberg, who 
took the initiative) — quoting Jacob ben Chayim verbatim — 
TDD) Loom OwID oY mw mt [DIR TS Dp? 
R21 JanND) and KPI PIP) IOP) 17972 
S30 pItpT nbdyay corto) Ore 7d1 TTP 
SUP pry qos paya qats Avram Apr 797 WN! 
WpPIaI nixD> m3 (see Jacob ben Chayim's Introduction _ 
wards the beginning. There the text has Jan) weap), which 
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we corrected into JANS nd) }°pP), cf. the parallel nd) }an5) 
}1p and the later references to this point in the Introduction: 


cf. also the statement in Ned. 37b, to be quoted and discussed 


shortly, which corroborates our emendation). 

This brief outline contains the basic features of the new 
Bible edition; they were meant to raise its standard from the 
level of a@ Bible edition to the authority of the Bible edition, 
1.e. the Masoretic Bible. These characteristics are: (1) the in- 
clusion of the 71DP in its two forms, as 1517) :790D and 7700 
MO; (2) marginal notes indicating JAN D nd} }° 7p and Jans 
Tp sy. (3) exactness in the use of the matres lectionis, ex- 
pressed by the terms O°N9D and O°70N; and (4) DITPT wT>1D 
15D. I purposely retained here the original terminology of 
Jacob ben Chayim, without even attempting to translate or 
paraphrase it. For any such procedure would subconsciously 
Prejudice us to connect a certain and historically established 
meaning with each term. We, on the other hand, aim at a new 
and unbiased investigation of the original meaning of these 
ancient terms. 

In discussing, in his Introduction, the importance of these 
features for the establishment of a correct Bible text, Jacob ben 
Chayim does not follow the order in which he first listed them. 
While postponing the enumeration of the many and variegated 
difficulties in editing the 70) 35772 7700 till the very end, he 
loses no time in taking up the discussion of the terms concerning 
2°31 °9P (number 2 in the list above), in order to clarify their 
Origin and meaning. To this end he first deals with the various 
theories advanced by scholars of preceding renerations, demon- 
Strating their weak points and inadequacies. On the ruins of 

these shattered theories he then ‘solves’ the problem, not by 
formulating a new theory of his own, but by plainly denying us 


the right to apply our reason and judgment to its solution: 
T7300 oF (scil. of DNIDIDN PN? PT WA) OIINT IN 7D 
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by jad va ardy nvap awe pat TIN OND 1d md pw 
NON OID NOX OF) .O718 DW INNDD ON. Instead of 
arguing, Jacob ben Chayim thus merely refers us to the state- 
ment in Ned. 37b, where these terms together with references 
to other Masoretic activities are classed as "PDD —wn> s557. 
Now, whatever "PO swod abn may mean, one thing is surely 
imphed herein: no human argument can prevail against it! 
This way of proving his point no doubt fully appealed to 
Jacob ben Chayim’s contemporaries, and even to later genera- 
tions. Yet one cannot but wonder how Christian D. Ginsburg 
could base his Introduction to the Masoretico-critical edition of the 
Hebrew Bible which appeared in the year 1897, on Jacob ben 
Chayim's Iniroduction, without even as much as attempting to 
analyze critically Jacob ben Chayim’s presentation of the 
problems connected with the Masora, and asking whether 
arguments, which sounded quite convincing in the early six- 


teenth century, still hold true in our days of historical-critical 
approach. 


Il. A NEW APPROACH 


In taking up now the discussion of the problems of the Nasora 
in the same order in which Jacob ben Chayim refers to them, 
we wish to emphasize, at the very beginning, that we concern 
ourselves solely with the problems as such and the possibility of 
their solution, but not with the history of dealing with these 
problems. To such an extent is the very starting point of all 
previous researches in this field outdated and obsolete, and to 
such an extent have the ancient arguments used as proofs pro 
and con for the respective theories lost their weight and power 
in our own age that, interesting though their study may be to 
the historian, they have nothing to offer to the philologian. We, 


therefore, turn instead right to the sources and concentrate on 
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their wnterpretation, with our view unobstructed by the débris of 
decayed theories which were based upon late Masoretic com- 


pilations. 
B. THE MASoRETIC ACTIVITIES 


IT]. THE PROBLEM OF 2°ND AND °7p 
I. The Talmudic Statement 


The first reference to the terms 2°ND and °7)P can be found in 
Ned. 37b, a statement which has been referred to already by 
Jacob ben Chayim. It reads: 110°) D°7510 N1PD PNX’? 37 TDS 
yoo mwoe mab ap xd) jana) .72'ND 87779). DID. 
The statement continues by giving examples for each one of the 
categories mentioned. We postpone the examples for the terms 
O°7510 SIP) and O°75)D 110°Y for a later discussion, and pro- 
ceed to WN OND? AWNDT wR INDSAT NID a'ND 8717p 
prota one worded o> camiam oN. .o2N7 71372 
Pap Rd yand1 .janD NOP AP PON. DaIYWATT IN PITTI’ 
"IT ON .D AN/DT VON DTT OTT TST T ONT not NJ 


PINSED Thus the Talmud explains the term ]2’n2 sd) Ip by 


pointing out the following examples: (1)975 in connection 


with the verb InD?2: (2) W'S in the verse W'S ONY? TWND 
on>xA 72372: (3) O°N3 in connection with 7I3I; (4) a5 in 
connection with 19°55. (5) 08 in connection with TW 77; 
(6) °P8 in connection with 7727; and (7) 78 In| connection 
with O'IYwWN. These words represent cases of JAND nd) yp. 
As to the counterpart of this term, namely the term nd) Jan dD 
4p, the Talmud again offers the explanation by way of list- 
Ing examples. They are the instances of: (1) 8&2 in connection 
with n>p:. (2) ANT in connection with MST; (3) PVT tn con- 
nection with J; (4) YON in connection with 24 ORD; and 


(S) ON in connection with INSP eo 
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2. Identification of the Examples of the Talmud 


In-commenting upon this Talmudic statement, 0°D°) 3337 re- 
marks s. v.90 (ATA? WON TA Ya an TAT ne 
ODDITY .WND NPVAP AR ONT MON NN wy AWN OR 
xy apt Jima m9 a270 89 ATDDA AN NDI Ip vbw 
Ja°’n>. He identihes the example TWIT TTT. (cf. above #5 in 
the list of the Ja’ns 89) Ip) with Ruth 2.11, but voices his 
amazement at the fact that the Talmud considers the NN here 
as ND NN *1p, while his Bible copy exhibited it as just as regular 
a word of the text (A°ND and °7)p identical) as any other word. 
We on our part are puzzled, too; for in our Bible text MN does 
not occur here at all, neither as °1p nor as 2°’ND. 

On MDT NNT (cf. above #2 in the list of the 85) jan 
7p). Rashi remarks: 7’97A 3A’ND. But 0°D") 1337 under the 
same heading says: NX¥D} N71 .2IND °NN¥D FD .pNNN 17103 
1220 ODDA. Rashi’s indication that this passage is to be found 
in Jeremia, is rather vague; and R. Nissim’s remark is even by 
far less satisfactory: he saw a note giving the weekly portion 
PANN) (Deut. 3.23--7.11) as the location of this passage, but 
could not locate it there himself. 

The oldest Hebrew Bible manuscript in existence, which ex- 
hibits a reference to the terms now under discussion, 1s the 
Codex Petropolitanus (written in 916/7 C. E.). In practically 
identical Masoretic notes on Jer. 39.12 and Iezek. 48.16 it 
states: DN .DIPOA ON BND .pap xd1 pansy p79 77974 
VOR TIA ATT wR Ay oD OND ON WRI ON .TYPS 
317. We see that here the five examples of the Talmud have 
increased in number and become eight. But, to our dismay, We 
notice that, of the five original examples of the Talmud, only 
four (nos. 1, 3, 4 and 5 of our list above) survived and were 
Incorporated in this Masoretic note; MSD OSI (above #2) has 


: : > “ ke 
been displaced by WS AR; and three more new items mM 
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their appearance, which offer the word ON as a common feature 
(D1P3 ON, JON ON and IWR) ON). 

The discrepancy in the number and choice of instances 
between the Talmudic statement and the Masoretic note in the 
Codex Petropolitanus might be explained by assuming that 
either source intended merely to examplify the term, but did 
not aim at presenting us with a complete list of such cases. 
Of course, the fact that the Codex Petropolitanus explicitly 
limits the number of cases to eight seems to exclude such an 
explanation. But an even more startling fact remains un- 
accounted for: that of the 12 instances mentioned in the Talmud, 
R. Nissim already found himself unable to locate two. This 
reflects in a strange way on the attention which post- Talmudic 
Jewry paid to a phenomenon which the Talmud itself character- 
ized as *YOD MwDd ADA. 


3. The Solution of the Problem 


The identification of the remaining ten Talmudic instances 
could easily be ascertained with the help of a concordance. So 
e.g, InDbat nw (cf. above #1 in the lst of the Ja°’nd N71 1p) 
was identified as referring to 2 Sam. 8.3, where our Bible text 
reads: | W723 17° awd IND2A;a Masoretic note here informs 
us that the open space with the vowel-signs | | 1s reserved tor 
the word N15, which 1s an nd 7). We thus have 415 in 
connection with the verb InD93, as the Talmud stipulates 1t. 
Simple and convincing though this identification sounds, we 
have grave objections against it: The Talmudic assertion is 
centuries older than the Masoretic note on 2 Sam. 8.3 and than 
the invention of the vowel-signs. In Talmudic davs there were 
no .. to keep the space open for the oral insertion of an un- 
written word, and also no Masoretic note to instruct the reader 


what word to insert. Elenee, vocalization and Masoretie note 
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must not be brought up as arguments in our search for the 
locating of the passage IND737 NAD. 


The historic events as narrated in 2 Sam. 8 are once again 
retold in 1 Chron. 18. With the differences in the choice of 
words, the morphology and syntax between these two narratives 
of identical events I have dealt exhaustively in a monograph 
‘Hebrew based upon Biblical Passages in Parallel Transmission,’’ 
HUCA XIV. We now compare the consonantal text of verse 


three in these sources: 2 Sam. 8.3 reads: W732 1 Dwr ind?72; 
1 Chron. 18.3 reads: NIB ATA vy axsn> indya. (On the 
variant Dw? —axnd cf. HPT S9). And now let us interpret 
the Talmudic statement on the basis of this parallel passage: 
The Talmud states that INDYAT NAD is and NN 1p); actually 
we find that ND in connection with the verb IND>SA is offered 
by Chron., but not by Sam. We may formulate our findings by 
way of an equation: According to the Bible, N75 in connection 
with 1ND92 is offered in Chron., but not in Sam.; according to 
the Talmud, N75 in connection with 1ND?2 is offered in *7P, 
but not in 3°ND. The conclusion is: Chron. represents the? 1 P-text, 
and Sam. the 1°M D-text. And while stating that InDvAT ND is 
and xy 1p, the Talmud meant to indicate: in connection 
with the verb indda, Chronicles has the noun N15, while 
Samuel does not have it. The Biblical passage 2 Sam. 8.3 would, 
therefore, have to be read as: W412 V7 sswd 1nD23 (and not 
vocalized W23). The noun W737 (with the article) instead of 
N'Y) “Wi, is often used to describe the Euphrates; cf. Ex. 23.31: 
SEW TST ONY2B OI] AO-OID 773] NY Nw}; Num. 
22.5: WIV Wwe Aid ovSa-byx pr oRdD Now; Deut. 11.24: 
AYE VWI Wa" cf. similarly the use of WN for the Nile. 
Formulating our findings on a broader basis, we now state: 
The history of the kingdom of Judah is told twice in our Bible: 
in the Former Prophets (from 1 Sam. 31 on) and in Chronicles 


(rom 1 Chron. 10 on). We disregard as later additions the 
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paraphrases and interpolations of the original strictly historic 
narrative, which occupies approximately 470 verses in more or 
less identical form (cf. HPT) in each of these parallel sources. 
The Talmud —or the ancient source whence the Talmud 
derived its information — designated with 2° ND that recension of 
historic narrative, which 1s now included in the Former Prophets, 
while *17) was applied to the other recension, which Chronicles 
now exhibits. The problem as to whether the Talmud has the 
terms 2°ND and °7p from his ancient source, or whether they 
already represent a confusion of a later generation, when the 
original meaning of the genuine symbols had been forgotten and 
was subsequently replaced by a later popular explanation (cf. 
similarly NM: originally for YOUN O17N, later explained as: 
DI? DIN O119N; or NM: originally meaning: ow) ONAN, later 
misunderstood as: JM] 019M) is irrelevant for our investiga- 
tion. On the connotation which these terms 2°ND and 7p carry 
in the mediaeval Masoretic terminology, cf. §§ 6-8, 12c and 17c 


in Chapter C. 


4. The Solution Tested on Parallel Historic Narratives 


a) SAMUEL, KINGS, AND CHRONICLES. If our contention be correct 
that the historic Annales in the recension of the Former Prophets 
are meant by a°’ND, and in that of Chronicles by °’7p, then we 
should be able to verify it on more examples than just the one 
of inDbat na5, which the Talmud mentions. Theoretically 
reasoning we would say: whenever a Masoretic note appears on 
a word in a verse of the Former Prophets, which belongs to these 
Annales (that means: the Bible offers this verse twice; in the 
Former Prophets and in the respective parallel passage in 
Chronicles), stating that the spelling of the text represents the 
3°N3D, while the °7p has it differently, we should expect the 


parallel passage in Chronicles to offer this word in exactly the 
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same wavy as the Masoretic note stipulates for the "1p. This 
theoretical demand is fully corroborated by the facts. In order 
to prove this highly essential point | shall list all the passages 
in the Annales (as defined above) which have Masoretic notes 
regarding the A°’ND and *1)P, with constant reference to the 
textual reading of the parallel passage. The material is derived 
from both Bible editions, the Bzblia Hebraica ed. Kittel-Kahle 
and Jacob ben Chayim's second edition of the Biblia Rabbinica. 
As a rule they agree in their application of the terms 3°ND and 
Pp, so that I do not have to bring their sigla. Only when such 
a Masoretic note has but one of these Bible editions as a basis, 
do I put its symbol to indicate the source. I consistently vocalize 


the °1p-word: 


2 Sam. 5.2: K NSD 


Q XN =1 Chron. 11.2 
2 Sam. 5.2: kK 


XN 72 
Q S&'371=1 Chron. 11.2 
25am. 5.24: K Jyowa 
(Q 4YOWD =1 Chron. 14.15 
2 Sam. 


8.3 as compared with 1 Chron. 18.3, cf. above p. 302. 
2 Sam. 21.21: K 


Q 


YY Ow 


(Ven) RYDW=1 Chron. 20.7; the Q (BHKK) 


is: MYOW: cf. HPT § 38b. 
25am. 23.8: K 


\ “TTS 

Q mm&=1 Chron. 11.11 
25am. 23.9: K JIM) 

Q VPUAS=1 Chron. 11.12 
25am. 23.9: K o49 


Q 14 =1 Chron. 11.12; the spelling in 


Chron. is plene (1717), cf. HPT § 40. 
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2 Sam. 23.9: 


2 Sam. 23.13 


2 Sam. 23.18 


2 Sam. 23.20 


2 Sam. 23.20: 


2 Sam. 23.21: 


2 Sam. 23.37 


2 Sam. 24.14 


2 Sam. 24.22 


1 Ki. 7.23: 


1 Ki. 8.26: 


1 Ki. 8.48: 


r 


K 
Q) 
Doi 


() 
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O°) 

0°93 =1 Chron. 11.12 

ow ow 

TWW2W = 1 Chron. 11.15; the spelling in 


Chron. 1s plene (awrdw), cf. HPT § 40. 
2 Sam. 23.15, 16, 20: K N32D 


Q (Ven) 139 =1 Chron. 11.17, 18, 22; the 
spelling in Chron. 1s plene (113%), cf. HPT 


\ 40. 
» K owowa 
O TWIwT = 1 Chron. 11.20; the spelling in 
Chron. is plene (7W19w77), cf. HPT § 40. 
> KOM 
(Q) 5° =1 Chron. 11.22 
KO PONT 
Q °IN87=1 Chron. 11.22 
Kk WS 
Q wN=1 Chron. 11.23 
> WK UND] 
() SWJ=1 Chron. 11.39 
> Ie Won 
Q vO 1=1 Chron. 21.13 
- Kk wWysa 
Q Pyya=1 Chron. 21.23 
IK 7p) 


Q 1p1=2 Chron. 4.2 


7 


72T 


Ky 
Q 4yFIaAt=2 Chron. 6.17 


KK 


nj 


Q (BHKK) °M7I2=2 Chron. 6.38; the Muasoretic 
note in Ven: ?7p112°N 4102 * ON A’. N32 shows 


that P M22 is a misprint for p> MID, too. 
(cf. later [EX § 13). 
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1 ki. 9.9: 


1 Ki. 9.18: 


1 Ki. 
Ki. 
1 Ki. 


1 Wi. 


1 Wa. 
1 Wi. 14.25: 
1 Ki. 22.13: 
2 Wa. 
2 Ki. 


2 Ki. 


2 Ki 


2 Ka 


2 Ki. 


2 Ki 


10.5: 


12.12: 


12.21: 


8.17: 


11.1: 


11.2: 


. 11.18: 


14.2: 


. 14.12: 


IK 
Q 
K 
O 
K 


Q 


in 


Q ( 


1 
Q 


Ne 


‘ 


= 30 FO 


met 
oO FO AOA 


iN 


ALEXANDER SPERBER 


Innw*) 

ynnw*) =2 Chron. (ey 

“TI 

“OTN =2 Chron. 8.4 

IW! 

YAW! =2 Chron. 9.4 
Wa") 


BHKK) &13°1=2 Chron. 10.3 
V1 


WAT) =2 Chron. 10.7 


14") 

81") =2 Chron. 10.12 
Wa") 

S1"1=2 Chron. 11.1 
pwiw 

pwrw =2 Chron. 12.2 
rat 

AAA =2 Chron. 18.12 
P| '2, 

O°IW =2 Chron. 21.5 
NIn& 11 

MONS =2 Chron. 22.10 


O’NN Wr 


Q On =2 Chron. 22.11 


-11.4,10,15: K AYROT 


Q MX) =2 Chron. 23.1, 9, 14 


KO IANAtTD 

Q VYAnaV=2 Chron. 23.17 
K pay 

Q VV =2 Chron. 25.1 

K med 

8) yoard =2 Chron. 25.22 


[14] 
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vice-versa: 1 Chron. 14.1: Ko OWVmM=2 Sam. 5.11 
() ODM; thus, the reading of the 
parallel passage in the Foriner Proph- 
ets is termed here 2°N) in Chron. 
The only exceptions are the following three instances, in 
which Chronicles exhibits textual readings which are termed 


2°N2 in the Former Prophets: 
2 Sam. 10.9: K 987v'a =1 Chron. 19.10 


Q 7870” 
2 Sam. 23.35: K 19¥M=1 Chron. 11.37 
Q 1ST 
2 Ki. 22.5: K m’3a3 =2 Chron. 34.10 
Q na 


These cases may be taken as an indication of the fact that the 
form in which the original Annales appear in the Hebrew Bible, 
represents an already mixed type. This explanation is further 
substantiated by a few cases, in which the Masoretic note con- 
cerning 3°ND and 4p occurs in the Chronicles passage, while it 
is the corresponding parallel verse in the Former Prophets, 
which exhibits the »7p-reading as its text: 
1 Chron. 11.20: K &9) 

Q 151=2 Sam. 23.18 
1 Chron. 14.10: K ovnw2D 
QO (BHKK) orn (=0°NY 2B) =2 Sam. 5.19 
1 Chron. 18.10: K DINw? 

QO (BHKK) 286? =2 Sam. 8.10 


2 Chron. 18.8: Kk 4D) 
Q 17D) =1 xi. 22.8 


2 Chron. 18.33: K VT 
QO (BHKK) FT =1 Wi. 22.34 
2 Chron. 25.17: K 7 


OQ (BHKK) 72? =2 Ki. 14.8 
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2 Chron. 26.21: K mvenn 
Q mypnq=2 ki. 15.5 


b) 2 xt. 18-20 AND ISA. 36-39. The incidents told in 2 Ka. 
18.13. 17-37, 19.1-37, 20.1-6, 9, 114b-19 are narrated again in 
Isa. 36.1-22; 37.1-38; 38.1-8; 39.1-8. In 2 Chron. 32 we have 
merely a short abstract of these narratives which can in no 
way be considered as a parallel to the reports of 2 Ki. We find 
ourselves thus confronted with a new problem: what place does 
the narrative in Isa. occupy in comparison with that of 2 Ki.? 
An examination of the relation of this text to the Masoretic 
notes on 2 Ki. concerning 2°ND and 7p will furnish us with a 
clue towards the solution of this problem: 


2 Ki. 19.23: K 3D73 


Q 373 =Isa. 37.24 
2 Ki. 19 23: K mXp 


QO (Ven) ISP =Isa. 37.24 
2 Ki. 19.31: K vacant 


Q 


(ND N71 7p) Niva¥ =Isa. 37.32 
2 Ki. 19.37: K 


Vacant 


Q (ND NPI) Ya =Isa. 37.38 
2 Ki. 20.18: kK np’ 


Q Np’? =Isa. 39.7 


There is only one instance, in which Isa. offers a Masoretic 


note of AND and ’7p; and here the parallel in 2 Ki. has the 
Vp-reading: 


Isa. 37.30: K dooney 


Q YIN1=2 Ki. 19.29 


Il would not lay too much stress on the evidence of this instance, 
I feel by no means sure that this Masoretic note is based upon 
sound tradition. For it IS quite possible that we have here 
rather a confusion of the 


sources similar to the case of 2 IS1. 
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20.13 and its parallel Isa. 39.2, where BHKK and Ven differ as 


to where the Masoretic note rightly belongs: 


BHKK:: Isa. 39.2: K 5) 
Q N35]; but 2 Ki. 20.13 merely 
WD] without any Masoretic note. 


Ven: 2 Ki. 20.13: K MND) 
Q N15); but Isa. 39.2 merely 
MND) without a Masoretic note. 


We may, therefore, sum up the result of our investigation by 
Stating that the reports in Isa. 36-39 are of the *°1p type and 
that consequently their proper place would be within the framework 


of Chronicles. 


5, The Ilebrew Bible in Two Recensions 


Our investigation has led us to the realization that in the ancient 
source from which the Talmudic statement in Ned. 37b ema- 
nated, 2°ND and °71p (or whatever form these symbols originally 
had) were used to indicate variants between the two recensions 
of historic narrative as contained in the Former Prophets (2°ND) 
and Chronicles (7p). An apparent gap in the narrative of 
Chronicles could be filled by pointing to the chapters 36-39 
In Isa. 

The Masoretic notes on 2°ND and ‘7p doin no wav represent 
an exhaustive list of these differences between the two recen- 
sions. I refer the student of Biblical philology to mv mono- 
graph “Hebrew based upon Biblical Passages in Parallel Trans- 
mission’ (JJUCA XIV) for an adequate treatment of this 
problem: identification of the variants and their explanation by 
Way of grouping and classification. The preceding investigation 
furnishes the methodical justiheation of my procedure there in 
basing it upon the three parallel sources as deftned in’ the in- 


(roductory remarks (p. 153). The fact that we possess Masoretic 
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notes on 2°ND and *7p for all Biblical books, while the parallel 
passages of our Hebrew Bible are limited mainly to the narra- 
tion of certain historic events, may be taken as evidence that, 
originally, considerably larger portions of the Bible were trans- 
mitted in two recensions, but were subsequently withdrawn in 
the course of redactional developments. The fate of the parallel 
recension of the Pentateuch makes our explanation plausible: 
It is not much more than two centuries since the Hebrew Pen- 
tateuch of the Samaritans was discovered and became available 
to scholarship. This text represents ——as demonstrated in 
HPT —a parallel recension of our Masoretic Pentateuch, 
which prior to this discovery was all we had of the Pentateuch 
in Hebrew. In a monograph ‘‘New Testament and Septuagint”’ 
(JBL 1940) I proved that ‘‘we shall have to assume that the 
Samaritan Hebrew Bible originally included the entire Old 
Testament” (p. 246). It now becomes clear that the three sources 
in two recensions, upon which HIPT is based, are in reality three 


fragments of one and the same genuine source, consisting of major 
portions of the Hebrew Bible in two recensions. 


These two recensions differed from one another in very many 
details. These variants are dealt with in HPT; they reflect 
differences in the vocabulary, morphology, and syntax. Accord- 
ing to the results obtained there, the basic sources of that 
monograph can be divided into two groups; the members of 
each group have certain linguistic or dialectic phenomena in 
sibidbili as against the members of the other group. Of course, 
sa division can claim to be correct in each and every detail, 
since we possess the basic texts only in a later form, which 1s of 
re already siliais type; but in general I hope to be correct. 

ecension A is represented by: 1) the Masoretic Pentateuch; 


2) the par: 

IAT - Dik aake oo : 

| allel passages in Chronicles, and 3) ?1p-readings-. 
ecension Bois evidenced by: 


1) the Samaritan Pentateuch; 
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2) the parallel passages in Samuel and Kings; and 3) 3°nbD- 
readings. 

In support of these results, I should now like to refer to the 
conclusions I arrived at in my monograph NTS with regard to 
the sources of the Old Testament in Greek. I could prove there 
the previous existence of two independent Greek Bible transla- 
tions of the Septuagint-type, which in turn were based upon two 
different Hebrew Bibles. As far as the Pentateuch in Greek is 
concerned, these two different Hebrew Vorlagen may be identified 
as more or less represented by the Masoretic and Samaritan 
Pentateuch, respectively (cf. NTS, especially chapter XI, pp. 
242 seq., and the concluding remarks of chapter XVI on p. 278 
there). In other words, the Hebrew Bible —or at least very 
considerable portions thereof — was originally known in two 
recensions, which in their turn even served as bases for two 
respective translations into Greek. 

On the terminus ad quem, how long these recensions con- 
tinued their separate existence, and at what approximate period 
we might fix the time of their final merger into the one Hebrew 
Bible (which in certain parallel chapters still preserves the 


Original two-recensional character), cf. NTS, chapter XVIII, 


p. 283 Seq. 


6. The Examples of the Talmud Re-inter preted 


fam under the impression that the instances which the Talmud 
lists in Ned. 37b in order to explain the terms 2°NI and °1p do 
not represent just casual variants, but were deliberately chosen 
so as to illustrate some of the characteristic differences between 


the two types or recensions of the original Hebrew Bible: 
InDoat np reflects the use of WT or NID WII for the 


lkuphrates; cf. p. 302. 
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oy ONA 373 W'S Law AWNDT WN: the indefinite pronoun 


“one” (German: man) 1s expressed in Hebrew by W°S or merely 
by the 3rd person of the predicative verb; cf. Ex. 10.23: rd) 
nnd WR wp with ib. verse $: PANT NX NRT? 2dV N21. 
In terming this use of WN as ANS ‘ya 1p), the Talmud — 
according to our interpretation — wishes to indicate that Recen- 
sion A has it, but not Recension B. In NTS, pp. 242 seq. in 
conjunction with p. 278, I proved the close interconnection 
between the Samaritan Pentateuch and the obelus-type, and 
between the Masoretic Pentateuch and the asterisk-type of the 
Septuagint. With the results of our discussion in the preceding 
paragraph in mind, we may claim the asterisk-type for Kecen- 
sion A, and the obelus-type for Recension B. And now we can 
illustrate the Talmudic example under discussion by way of 
reference to Origen’s Hexapla. We note here the following 1n- 
stances, which have this particular use of Y’S in common with 
the passage, which the Talmud quotes: 

Deut. 28.54: J77 WNT: O': X o avynpX o atranos: 

2 Wi. 18.31: WR NWI: O': Kae WleTaL X avyp: 


Isa. 36.6: P9Y UN TID WRN: O': ws averiotnpiody X avynp% €T 
auTny. In these cases, YR signifies ‘someone’: its Greek equiva- 
lent av is quoted sub asterisco, which means: it was added on the 
evidence of a Septuagint text which was based upon a Hebrew 
Bible of the Recension A-type. This shows that the usage of WS 


In this meaning is typical for Recension A, in accordance with 
Our interpretation of the Talmud. 


WT TTT AR: the use of the nola accusativi MS to indicate the 
verbal object is termed an xb) 1p. I must confess that the 
examples which IT listed in HPT § 119 lead to the assumption of 
the contrary, namely that the use of M& is characteristic of 
Recension B Cand not A). 


It is, therefore, perhaps significant 
that the example Waa TIT AX, which the Talmud quotes, ands 
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no support in the reading of our Bible (cf. also 0°D°) 1131's re- 
mark, quoted here on p. 300). Similarly ]7377 ON and °>N 
D’ywAT: the use of 9X with verbs of speech (with reference to 
‘ONN in Ruth 3.5, and WON ib. verse 17) is termed N9? 7p 
2’nD. But in HPT § 117a, c we could show it to be a character- 
istic feature of Recension B. Whether the Talmud erroneously 
listed these instances under the wrong heading, I dare not 
assert, though the number of examples listed under nd) 7p 
J2°N5D, seven, seems to suggest that the last two are not genuine; 
the preceding term 0°75D1D 1)0°Y and the following term JNJ 
Pp N°) have only five examples each. The Munich Ms. reads 
YWTT ON (instead of DIYWIT?N). However, it is enough 
for me to have so plainly pointed to the only existing difficulty 


in the application of my theory. 


N?0°7 N): the addition of the particle &J to stress the meaning 
of supplication (referring to 2 Ki. 5.18) is termed ?7p N51 aNd. 
In our own terminology we would call it: characteristic of 
Recension B (as against A); cf. HPT §124b 5, where this one 
example finds further support in an additional number of 
similar cases listed there. 

MXODAT ONT: whether or not the article includes the mean- 
ing of a demonstrative pronoun. The reference can not be 
located (cf. the quotations from °Y7 and 0°D"] 1329 on p. 300), 
but its implication is clear: 71¥97 or NNT MSO7; the choice of 
the noun 7)X¥P is obviously irrelevant. The use of the demon- 
stralive pronoun in addition to the article 1s termed nd) 3°n> 
"IP, hence: typical for Recension B. Cf. HPT $95, where I 


could list further evidence for this characteristic feature. of 


Recension B. 
2811 °DT ON: the use of ON °D or simply °D in the meaning 
“but (with reference to Ruth 3.12) is termed *7p N77 ND. 


le. particular for Recension B. Cf. HPT §$ 124b 3 and the 
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notes 413 and 414 thereon, where this assertion finds further 
substantiation. 


As to the examples of the Masoretic note in the Codex 
Petropolitanus, which we quoted above p. 300, they contain in 
addition to Ruth 3.12 (which is cited there as ON) ON) three 
more instances of this characteristic difference: O1POl ON 


(2 Sam. 15.21), WO ON (2 Sam. 13.33) and WWRND ON (Jer. 
39.12). In these cases, ON is preceded by °D. 


The cases of JWT WAT (Jer. 51.3) and 222 ARNDT won 
(Ezek. 48.16) are merely examples for dittography; cf. HPT 
§ 35. 


Of a similar nature — examplifying the interchangeability of 
certain letters — is the A°ND and *P referred to in Sanh. 20a: 
and 7 ns non oyn bo Ran canst oD NDT wt 
inna? A039) anaAyS Abmna tmaand yap: maa. 
Here the verse 2 Sam. 3.35 is expounded in a midrashic way, 
which is based upon the observation that the text hasas 3a’ND the 
reading minor, and as *1p the word minan) instead. While 
our Bible, which goes back to Jacob ben Chayim’s edition 
(cf. p. 296), offers nina without any Masoretic note thereon, 
the first Rabbinic Bible, Venice 1515.7, has here as text-reading 
actually miaond> and as marginal note niany. Thus, the 
textual basis for the statement of the Talmud is fully sub- 


stantiated; for the fact that the Venice 15157 edition brings 
nminand merely as a margin 


al note, without classing it as *7P, 


can not be used as an argument against this evidence, since this 
edition lists the marginal notes 


anonymously throughout and 
in order to differentiate between 

the only difference between these two readings, 
which the Talmud styles J’ND and *7P respectively, 1s the 
interchange between 3 and 3; cf. HPT § 23. Consequently, this 
case reflects, like the two cases from Ned. 37b mentioned last, 
merely the 


paleographic condition of the Bible manuscripts of 


does not use the term “0 
them. Now, 


oro 
Game, 
Cre 
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those days, and is of no consequence for the solution of the 


problem of 3°ND and °7P now under investigation. 

For a similar case in the Talmud, where the explanation of 
a Bible verse is based on an interchange between D and 2 as 
compared with our Bible, cf. Ber. 7b: anny 3° 2°97 8737 
mo? oad) anys aonnsa nmb55 an51. “R. Huna tried 
to reconcile the difference in the expression which the Bible 
uses with regard to the future of Israel. In 2 Sam. 7.10 it is 
written: ‘and the children of wickedness shall not afflict it any 
more’; but in the parallel narrative 1 Chron. 17.9 the word 
destroy it is written instead. This reflects the evil intentions of 
these children of wickedness towards Israel: first they aim only 
at affliction, but finally at complete destruction of Israel.’ The 
basis of this explanation is the reading wm555 in the passage 
1 Chron. 17.9. But our Bible has inva? here, and thus cannot 
have been the Vorlage of the Talmud. On the interchangeability 
of the letters D and 3, cf. HPT § 23. 

Phonetic confusions, too, sometimes play a role in such 
midrashic explanations of the Talmud; cf. Sanh. 103a: 738 
PON SSany sans T OND ONNY Ia pyow a7 owe pny 37 
PoD A"apm b> swyw anbyo tad cyan 19 anyn 2 ANN 
P77 np pp mawna $399 7D. yp ra NINN. “R. Johanan 
said on the authority of R. Simeon b. Johai: What is meant 
by: “and he prayed unto Him and an opening was made for 
him” (2 Chron. 33.13)? Should not ‘‘and was entreated of Him” 
rather have been written? — This teaches that the Holy One 
blessed be He made for him a kind of opening in the Heavens 
in order to accept him with his repentance, on account of the 
Attribute of Justice, which was against it."’ This ts based on a 
reading (NM): but our Bible actually offers WY") which — 
according to the Talmud —- should have been written there! On 
the interchange between M and Y due to the similarity of their 


phonetic value, cf. HPT § 6. 
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IV. TH PROBLEM oF O° U0M1 OND 
7. The Talmudic Statement 


The uncertainty in matters of spelling Hebrew words: whether 
and when to apply the vowel-letters to indicate the respective 
vowcl, finds its clear expression in Kid. 30a (cf. the parallels in 
Rabbinic literature in Higger’s O1510 N30, chapter IX, sec- 
tion 2): AYMINA 9D OID Yaw .OI_ID NWT NAP) 4D"D? 
[pp Ow nyms Pw yesm yim YR) oN paw mina 
OS 78D NTT US ND ONT yn 1S) FOV AV ya... mms 
werd an aaa ass pr xd: nay ds atin apo :0°? 
MIVOND Nk PARA Tox 7ONIDI TAIN ADO weany Ty Own 
je’ pa Ny, XW NIN. “The early scholars were called soferim 
(cf. 1 Chron. 2.55), because they used to count all the letters of 
the Torah. Thus they said: The waw in yd (Lev. 11.42) marks 
half the letters of the Torah ....R. Joseph propounded: Does 
the waw in }1N2 belong to the first half or the second? Said the 
scholars to him: Let a Scroll of the Torah be brought, and we 
will count them! Did not Rabbah b. Bar Hanah say (on a 
similar occasion): They did not stir from there until a Scroll of 
the Torah was brought and they counted them? Answered he 
to the scholars: They were thoroughly versed in the defective and 


plene spellings, bul we are not.” 


This general statement is being corroborated by Talmudic 
references to the spelling of specific words. In Ket. 5a we read: 
VND AY PP nwan spy RYN CaN .IN& 1722 Dwi. 
“Here a Babylonian scholar interrupted the discourse (of a 
Palestinian colleague) and his name was R. Hivya by referring 
to the verse Ps. 95.5, where God's hands are spoken of (in 
connection with the creation) as a plural: PY. He got the reply: 


the actual spell; ; ; : 
ve actual spelling of the word in question in the text is de- 


Ow 
jn, 
™ I 
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fective: 17°, thus implying a singular.”’ This statement contrasts 


with the plene-spelling in our Bible! 

The Palestinian Talmud, too, contains evidence for this fact 
that at that early period, the spelling differed from the one 
which our Bible has adopted; cf. Yer. Ber. VII, tic: ]}O"pd 7D 
aeap adap Soa .mbapoa e519 cpr 1397 Noyy 727 
VND NPA. 27DN DIT PID NPINNDI ION. “How will che 
Rabbis explain the argument of R. Josse ha-Gelili? The answer 
is: The plural mo7pp2 (Ps. 68.27) has collective meaning, 
embracing the multitude of single communities. To this R. 
Hanina the son of R. Abahu replied: Your supposition is wrong, 
because the word is spelled defective as n>7pp2 (thus implying 
a singular).’’ But our Bible has the word in plene spelling! 

The controversy in the Talmud, whether N1p09 DN WW or 
nD0> on wr: whether we are guided in our conclusions by the 
Pronunciation (N7pP) or the spelling (N1DD) of a given word in 
the Bible, sheds light on our problem, too; cf. Sanh. 4a:°2'1 es a 
Dad nd D Na py 'a pyow rat Now Mad Py J 7TT 
ND INIT 27 ION)... NT ONDW a... 89pD9 ON W272 
MA... ww JRO IT Tp .nw 1p 11279 PNRDOY MAT NOYO 
YIIN INDIA nap .nnp .nu Ip 27018 6 bR. “Rabbi and 
R. Judah b. Ro‘ez, the Shammaites, R. Simeon and R. Akiba. 
all hold that the pronunciation of the word ts determinant in 
Biblical exposition... R. Huna said: What basis in the Buble 
text have the Shammaites for their opinion? The answer 1s: 
The word N74), meaning horns of the altar, occurs three times 
in the context (Lev. 4.25, 30, 34) and, being pronounced karnoath, 
as a plural, each occurrence implies (wo sprinklings; that makes 
six altogether... But the Hillelites argue from the way the 
word in question is spelled: twice defective, implying only one 
sprinkling each, and once plene; this makes four sprinklings 


altogether."" This reference to the spelling of the word ts in open 
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contrast with our Bible, where all three occurrences appear in 
defective spelling. 


Similarly we read in Sanh. 4b: IND? DN wv NDOY SOT 
35 Tat yar iD In mpuiwd> .npyvd .npbv? :xvunm 
Sxyow’. “But do all, indeed, regard the pronunciation of the 
word as determinant? Has it not been taught: The word for 
‘frontlets’’ occurs three times in the Torah, twice in defective 
spelling, implying only one section each, and once plene, thus 
indicating altogether the four sections, into which the phylacteries 
are to be divided.” The word occurs Ex. 13.16; Deut. 6.8 and 
Deut. 11.18. The controversy here refers to the spelling of the 
ending of the word: whether plene N), thus necessitating us to 
see in it a plural-form, or defective N, classing it as a singular. 
Against this statement of R. Ismael cf. our Bible, where the 


word is spelled in all three instances with a defective ending ND. 


8. Rashi and Tosaphot 


In the Talmudic statement quoted last, R. Ismael does not 
explain which of the three occurrences of NBUDY is spelled 
plene, and which defective. In commenting upon this passage. 
Rashi identifies them by saying: JN’D’°D nw apa) yow nw15)4 
MDI? Ind yiow o8 TM nwrBa Sax. On nBVY? aND 
wri Sy yorpnd ON TRIAD. “In Deut. 6 and in Ex 


13 the word is spelled nDUDS. defective, implying a singular, but 
in Deut. 11 that word appears plene as N\BVIO?, thus indicat- 


ing a plural. Hence we derive the law of the four divisions for 
the frontlet.’ 


We thus see that in this particular controversial 
Rashi's Bible had preserved the same reading as that 


which we have to surmise for the Talmudic period. But already 
his yrandson’s Bible exhibited 


instance, 


in this passage the reading of 
our own Bible (as against Talmud and Rashi); cf. 77 NIDOW 
mn? 7B ya an> Nbo eon cmpanwd npvod nw 
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75193. “R. Ismael’s conclusion is surprising, since in none of 
the three passages is there a waw between the D and 2 (to 


indicate the plene spelling of the ending).”’ 

Even more outspoken in underlining the apparent dis- 
crepancy between Biblical quotations in the Talmud and the 
respective text-readings in their proper places in the Bible 
itself, is another marginal gloss on Shab. 55b. Here the Talmud 
asserts: OVIYD PYwWIiT? 377 7993 F737 INO VIYD AND 
J’n. “But it is written (1 Sam. 2.24): ‘ye (scil. plural) cause 
the Lord’s people to transgress’? To this replied R. Huna the 
son of R. Joshua: It is written: ‘he (singular) causes them to 
transgress’.’’ The interpretation of R. Huna is based upon the 
spelling of the word. According to his assertion which arose no 
contradiction, the spelling of the ending is defective (merely QO, 
and not O°), and implies that the subject is in the singular. 
The Tosaphot avail themselves of this opportunity of an ob- 
vious difference between the Bible text itself and the quotation 
in the Talmud, to point out another similar case; cf. 77 M1D0In 
O72 andy wow anon Sy pdin 32w owa :and awayo 
ON NX DBY NIM IWOWA WMPWITD WD JI) .OTVAYD 
INS Taw Orwy wD OWT OTnw>D Yaw TDID TY OyYIIN 
mv Oo awy sana wow onpoT 9531.13 1D IMD. “The 
Talmud text disagrees with our Bible text which offers the 
reading O'WAYD (in 1 Sam. 2.24), implying a plural. Similarly 
we find a discrepancy between the Palestinian Talmud text and 
our Bible text in the case of Samson. The Palestintan Talmud 
quotes Judg. 16.31 as: ‘And he judged Israel forty vears.” The 


APParent contradiction between this indication and that. of 


Judg. 15.20, where Samson’s period of rule is given as twenty 
vears, is explained in this fashion: hence the Philistines dreaded 
him for twenty years after his death just as in his lifetime. But 
our Bible text has both in Judg. 16.31 and 15.20 equally ‘twenty 


Vears’.”” Thus the Talmudic interpretation finds according to 
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the Tosaphot no basis in these readings. Though, strictly speak- 
ing, this variant, forty-twenty, does not belong in our present 
discussion of plene and defective spelling, I still should like to 
remark that though the way the Talmud quotes Judg. 16.31 is 
without foundation in our Bible, it most likely was well based 
in the Bible of those days. Cf. similar uncertainties of trans- 
mission concerning the numbers forty and twenty: The verses 
2 Ki. 8.26 and 2 Chron. 22.2 are identical; but in 2 Ki. the age 
of Ahazia is given as: ONY) OAWwWYy 72, while in 2 Chron. it is: 
ON) OYAIN |. Furthermore: according to 1 Sam. 4.18 
the period of Eli’s judgeship is given as: T7]Y OYA; but 
Origen ad loc. is quoted by Field as translating: eeKooey €T7. 

In the preceding discussion of Sanh. 4b, we found Tosaphot's 
Bible agreeing with our own text, as against the way these 
words were quoted in the Talmud. This does not yet mean 
that the Bible in the days of Tosaphot and in ours is the same. 
It is enough to refer to Men. 43b in order to exclude any such 
assumption: .W2D YT On Wan wD yo Sew AT mpoWw 
PID53 NVM AND W. “R. Tam explains this Talmudic passage 
by pointing out the fact that in Deut. 10.12 the word Sew is 
spelled plene, thus bringing the number of letters in this verse 
up to hundred.” But our Bible has YW in defective spelling: 
Had R. Tam had this our Bible before him, then he would 
certainly have looked for another possible explanation of this 
Talmudic passage. 

We now return to Rashi (cf. p. 318): On Gen. 25.6 Rashi 
comments on wid Nyre nmyryn ney py 3n>D AON ‘ow Dn me 
WVOP ST A eA one. “The ending of the Hebrew term 


lor concubines is in defective spelling, thus indicating a singular, 
an Abraham had only one concubine, Hagar and Keturah 
being (wo names for one and the same person.” But in our 
an “ ending is spelled plene: ow>D7. and clearly signifies 
a plural, 
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A similar case is that of Num. 7.1 on m$>D ova 07" 479 
noidI7 1792 PNW VT JDwOT NopA oy .ans nbd :awD 
spind>. “The Hebrew equivalent for ‘made an end (finished)’ 
appears in defective spelling and thus resembles the Hebrew 
word for ‘bride’; for on the day when the tabernacle was set 
up, Israel was like a bride, ready to enter the canopy.'’ Not 
only does our Bible offer the word in question in a plene spelling, 
but in addition to it there is a Masoretic note on it saying: 
901 5: this word occurs only here and is spelled plene! 

A ritual still in common use in Israel is involved in Deut. 
6.9. Here Rashi remarks on .2°ND NMD sy. MND AT 
nns kon JPI¥ PNW. “The ending of the Hebrew word for ‘door- 
posts’ is spelled defective, implying a singular; accordingly, 
one mezuzah is enough.’ But our Bible exhibits N1Ip, with a 


plene spelling of the ending; and this implies a plural! 


V. THE PROBLEMS OF 77DD °PIIPT 17713 
9. The Division into Verses 


The statement in Kid. 30a, parts of which we cited above on 
Pp. 316 in order to inaugurate our investigation of the problem 
of spelling, contains also remarks of basic importance with 
regard to the way of dividing the Bible text into verses. lor 
the sake of clarity of presentation, the repetition of the intro- 
ductory phrases is unavoidable: .0°7510 DWN) IN 1p3 I>)? 
nding)... coos paw .atinaw nymet 73 O_ID yaw 
HY 95>) ona Nm... fan 7D bw) orpIOD Pw IPxMT 
ND °NTD Nan “DY sn -ya....(o9an 2wl apioa7rsn 
IVN’PA ND Dd DIDDA IAyINd n°? *PIDD IRD "NT IN. "The 
early scholars were called soferim, because they used to count 
all the letters of the Torah. Thus they said: ... nan (Lev. 
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13.33) marks half of the verses of the Torah... ONT Nim 
... )y Wd" (Ps. 78.38) half of the verses of the Psalms... 
R. Josef propounded: Does Min) belong to the first half or 
the second? Said the scholars to him: For the verses at least 
we can bring a Scroll of the Torah and count them! But the 
answer was: In the division of verses we are not certain, either.’ 
In passing we wish to point out that according to a Ma- 
soretic note Lev. 8.8 1s the middle verse of the Pentateuch: 
from Lev. 8.8 till ib. 13.33 there are 160 verses, too many to 
be ascribed only to faulty counting. According to O°7510 NIDP 
ed. Higger, chapter IX, section 2, the middle verse begins with 
OMwW\; on the location of this verse cf. Higger’s note a. /. 
The expression ]2’pa nd ‘Wwe are not certain’ with regard 
to the division into verses in the Talmudic statement just 
quoted seems to imply that no fixed and generally recognized 
division of the text into verses was known at that period. 
Different schools may have followed their own respective 
stylistic taste in subdividing scriptural portions into verses. In 
Meg. 22a we have positive evidence for this explanation of ours: 
7? |YPOD RX? pK Twn TPDD RIT NPIOD 9D... 08 37 
1? 1PPDD :7DN ONIDWI. “Rab said: ... Any verse which Moses 
had not divided, we do not divide; but Samuel said: we do 
divide it.” The reference to Moses as authority in matters of 
division into verses merely seeks to claim greater antiquity for 


a certain system of division: cf. the terming of the Masoretic 
activities as*ron Awad sabe in the Talmudic passage quoted 
here above, p. 299. 

Further support for our interpretation of the implication of 
the expression ]78"pa sb may 
Kid. 30a (following the st | 
sap cand ab > 


be found in a statement in 
atement cited above and referred to): 
POS SATYOA IADR RIN AD NON DI NNN UD 


BYT AYIA POR RA DON 77 wo 58 A aR ploy xn?N?. 
“When R. Aha b. Add 


a came (from Palestine to Babylon), he 
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said: In the west (scil. Palestine) the one verse Ex. 19.9 is divided 


into three verses.”’ 

Was the verse Ex. 19.9 the only instance, in which the 
Palestinians differed so widely from the Babylonians on_ this 
point? Or is Ex. 19.9 merely referred to as one example (but by 
no means the only one!) to illustrate the immediately preceding 
assertion ]/’&’pa ND D2 *PIDHI “in the division of verses are 
we not certain, either’? We are inclined to favor this second 
alternative, in support of which even another Talmudic state- 
ment may be cited, which follows right after the one quoted 
last. It reads (cf. Higger’s NIN’ IIA AS, Vol. V, p. 561, #281): 
OPO WIDwW) O'NDW) NIND Ww) oD >N MWOM 2JI37 WW 
737 100 Jon .anow oda yoy an ATI IbD pio» 17 


MODY ODT. “Our Rabbis taught: There are 5888 verses in 


the Torah; the Psalms exceed this number by 8, while 


Chronicles are Iess by 8."" These three Biblical books were 
selected for a comparison in the number of their verses for 
an obvious reason: because they provided the Talmud with an 
example for a play on the number 8: we have 5888, 5888+8 
and 5888--8. Hence, there can be no room for any doubt in the 
exactness of the tradition concerning the numbers given. 

Let us now compare these numbers with the respective in- 
dications of the Masora on our Bible. In parenthesis I bring the 
number according to the Talmud: Pentateuch: 5845 (5888): 
Psalms: 2527 (5896): Chronicles: 1656 (5880). We discard the 
discrepancy concerning the number of the verses of the Pen- 
tateuch, since the difference is insignifeant. But the proportion 
of the numbers as given by the Masora to those of the Talmud 
is for the Psalms approximately 1:2, and for Chronicles almost 
1:4. This can surely not be attributed to a mistake in counting, 
but positively reflects a difference im the respective system of 
diviston, with one system (Masora) favoring larger sentences 


(verses), while the other (Talmud) preferred short ones. 
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In the light of these results we shall now be able to inter- 
pret the Tosaphot on Meg. 22a: NINDS W153 po nny PR 7 
may aod oayo rdw .powin own AVN :opIOD AWIwD 
ux vow imo Sy awp) .opIDD Ww NON RIP NR? PID? NIDY 
yw A105 KIM .ow DMN NwRIM .nvIyNa Ym NwIADA pp 


MOST ona v"ya VubNA 1D) .n2yo>w mAwWIDD oOpIDe 
AWIDA WRAD OPO ww HNP RIMW .ONAApAW F*nnpw. “In 
reading from the Torah at services we do not read less than 
three verses together at the beginning of a section. This is done 
out of apprehension that late comers might err in assuming 
that someone who was called up first read only two verses from 
the Torah. Now the difficulty arises with regard to our custom: 
On public fast days we read the section beginning with on 
(Ex. 32.11). The first person to be called up starts there, though 
only twg verses separate it from the preceding section. Similarly 
he who is called up as ‘‘maftir” on the intermediate days of the 
Passover-festival begins his reading of the Torah with DN21P7 
(Num. 28.19), and this, too, is only two verses removed from 
the beginning of the section.” In comparing this statement with 
our Bible we find that Ex. 32.11 is four verses removed from 
the beginning of the section (Ex. 32.7), and Num. 28.19 three 
verses (Num. 28.16). Had Tosaphot had any knowledge of these 
facts, then no question ow ymaD by MWD) would have been 


asked, since only three verses’ distance from the section are 
required by the law. 


| The continuity of the narrative in these 
secuons excludes any explanation that according to Tosaphot 
the sectional division of these passages must have been a different 
two verses, according to the division 


soo spond to our four or three verses, respectively. 
his means a Proportion of 1:114 or even 1-2 


one. We thus see that the 


Of Tosaphot, corre 


The very same . 
ae eFy satne proportional difference in the methods applied 
in dividing 


| the verses can be demonstrated on the basis of our 
Bible also, 


Le. anes ae art 
y Way of internal evidence. Certain genealogic oO! 
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historic material appears twice in our Bible; but its division into 


verses follows different stylistic rules or taste. 


1. One verse in Chron. corresponds to 1!'2 verses elsewhere: 


1 Chron. 1.17=Gen. 10.22, 23b 
a 1.30= “ 25.14, 15a 
' 140= ‘ 36.23, 24a 
™ 16.29=Ps. 96.8, 9a 
17.13=2 Sam. 7.14a, 15 
2 Chron. 13.2=1 Ki. 15.2, 7b 
. 24.1=2 Ki. 12.1, 2b 


2. One verse in Chron. corresponds to two verses elsewhere: 


1 Chron. 1.42 =Gen. 36.27, 28 
. 143= ‘ 36.31, 32 
6.42 = Josh. 21.13, 14 
. 10.12 =1 Sam. 31.12, 13 
. 17.1=2 Sam. 7.1, 2 

2 Chron. 9.1 =1 Ki. 10.1, 2 


3. One third of a verse in Chron. corresponds to a tull verse 


elsewhere: 
1 Chron. 2.3c=Gen. 38.7 


4. One and a half-verse in Chron. correspond to one verse 
tlsewhere: 
I Chron. 21.11a, 12=2 Sam. 24.13 
2 Chron. 7.8, 9b =1 Ki. 8.05 


10. The Diviston into Sections 


While discussing the Tosaphot in Mev. 22b with regard to the 
division into verses, we emphasized that the continuity of the 


narrative in the passages referred to by Posaphot makes it im- 
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possible to affirm a different sectional division as the solution of 
the difficulty (p. 324). We thus admitted that but for the logical 
interconnection of the verses under discussion, we might have 
questioned the correctness of the tradition concerning the sec- 
tional division in our Bible. In doing so, we would be in a position 
to refer to the authority of a Talmudic statement which plainly 
upsets the Masoretic division into sections; the resulting dis- 
crepancy becomes even more striking by the elaborate working 
out of the details involved in the comment of Tosaphot. We 


refer to Pes. 117a (cf. also Higger’s D°ID10 NIDDM, chapter 


AA, section 7, and his Introduction p. 33): iS TOM 37 WSs 


RPVD WT 207 DIR NT AT A TAT Np yp Ao abd 
N37 .39 73 pan an vat end wd RIN cNTOM an TON 
PIN 37 AOS PD NPBDD NOON .NOTD ysoxa anbdoa in 


WIP OW wW2A PIA Dra A nbans om 297 73772 


YI OY ANT YO .Kpwp ws manat andSa ty) od? 
NPYD WI PANAT abbr STAN OYYI MXN DDN pA 
RPYD WI MANAT MV A MAD ODiyH. “R. Hisda 
said: “Hallelujah” 


marks the end of a chapter; Rabba b. R. 
Huna said: “ 


Hallelujah”’ marks the beginning of a chapter. 


R. Hisda observed: I saw that in the copies of the Psalms 
used in the college of R. Hanin b. Rab, ‘“Hallelujah’’ was 
written in the middle of a chapter, which proves that he was 
im doubt.—R. Hanin b. Rab said: All agree that in the 
case of Ps. 145.21, the “Hallelujah”’ which follows it is the 


ioieaiai of the next Psalm (Ps. 146.1); in Ps. 112.10, the 
Hallelujah” 


Which follows it commences the next Psalm 
(Ps. 113.1); and also in the passage ‘Ye that stand in the house 


of the Lord” (Ps, 135. 2), the following ‘‘Hallelujah” commences 
the next Psalm (Ps. 135. 3).”" A mere glance at our identification 
of the quotations of the Talmud, which we bring in parenthesis, 


D) 3 
shows that in the Psalms of the Talmud, the very same verse 


which forms Ps. 135.3 according to our Bible, marked the 
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beginning of a new Psalm. Thus, R. Hanin b. Rab’s doubts as 
to the division of the Psalms into sections were well founded. 
We now turn to Tosaphot's comment: :]?07) (27 AT 
wa @Manat ao29 oyadbs ma noxna A oma oMDye 
7? 77 72 on7 11553 Ff maa opi Pon Nd) Np TD 


m7 821.9950 abynd prop inw .yxn A Jo72 supra 
VW IDI YOIUT ANT IDS .ADyo> orn Aww vprn9 5 
ay 0990 9 ow ne 1955 9b5q 2 Jord ports wN AD 
VOTO nonin WN TD sabypby 7910 77 M33 OTDyw 7 
VIII |PIONT TY) .OpIOD cw IT TTY JIN N27 
1DID NIT NON APY? NWW TWD p>mn 7pDa wo nNDMD rp 
]Op? IPIONPT TVaw °nN) 100071992 MA mbyor ww ow 
719 3n3 apy van Srna 55a Sonnot apy? 72 NNN 37 
299 Sonny maw om xd ans payat ord ndenn AT 
VOT YXOND. “The Talmud’s last quotation refers to Ps. 
135.2 and to the following ‘‘Hallelujah” of ib. verse 3; but not 
to Ps. 134.1, a verse which highly resembles our verse of Ps. 
135.2. Had the Talmud thought of citing Ps. 134, 1t would not 
have quoted the verse 1 of Ps. 134, but verse 3 there; for tt 1s 
this verse 3 which is immediately followed by “Hallelujah” 
(namely Ps. 135.1), while verse 1 of Ps. 134 is three verses 
ahead of the next ‘‘Hallelujah’’ (namely Ps. 135.1; between 
Ps. 134.1 and 135.1 are three verses). Hence it is evident that 
the Talmud had Ps. 135.2 in mind. As a result of this observa- 
tion we shall say that the verses Ps. 135.1-2 which precede the 
Hallelujah,” are not the beginning of a Psalm, since in this 
case the Psalm would consist of two verses only (for “Hallelujah” 
in verse 3 marks already the beginning of a new Psalm), and 
this would be in itself an anomaly, and would in addition upset 
the established number of Psalms which is 147 in accordance 
with the life-span of the Patriarch Jacob. It thus follows that 
Ps. 135.1- 2 form the end of Ps. 134. This also explains why R. 


Aha b. Jacob, as stated later on, began the Great Hallel with 
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[36] 
the verse Ps. 135.4 (since the verses 1-2 of Ps. 135 thus belong 
to Ps. 134, and verse 3 of this Ps. 135 is merely the introduction 
of the Psalm, as indicated by 555. the Psalm really com- 
mences with what is in our Bible verse 4 thereof). He surely 
would not have started the Great Hallel in the middle of a 
Psalm! But according to our interpretation, the ‘‘Hallelujah”’ in 
Ps. 135.3 marks the beginning of a new Psalm, of which Ps. 
135.4 is the first verse.’’ 

Again we wish to stress the importance of our indicating the 
location of Biblical passages in Tosaphot's quotations; by this 
procedure we have brought into sharp relief the divergences 1n 
the division of the Psalms according to Tosaphot as against our 
Bible. In addition, we desire to point out that Tosaphot’s argu- 
ment: no Psalm consists of two verses only, is further proof of 
our thesis, since in our Bible Ps. 117 has only two verses. As to 


the number of Psalms which the Tosaphot give (on the basis of 
the Midrash) as 147 — while we have 150 —I refer to A. Z. 
schwarz’ Catalogue of the Hebrew manuscripts of the National- 
bibliothek (formerly: k. k. Hofbibliothek) in Vienna (published in 
1925): In the manuscript no. 5 (described on p. 6 of the Cata- 
logue) the number of Psalms is 147. This number is achieved by 
the following deviations from the practice of our Bible: Pss. 9 
and 10 form only one Psalm in this manuscript; similarly Pss. 

70 and 71, Pss. 114 and 115. Ps. 113 of the manuscript cor- 

responds to our Ps. 117-118.4 and consists thus not of two 


verses only (but of six verses), in accordance with the assertion 
of the Tosaphot: O*PIDS Nw Ws Ww jon wba 


Il. Lhe Extraordinary Points (N171))) 


That by putting a dot above a letter, the scribe meant to 
indicate 


that this letter was written by mistake and should, 
{ 2=PTeloE 2 ‘YO 2r-7 Cn ee : 5 
herefore, be erased, is too well known a fact to dwell on here; 
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cf. 2711p) 709 :O°I0IN Ww) TWIDA AND A AwID 739 27D 
NMIN NIND 77 -VONITON NID ON CNTY WOK FID NbN 
729 !nanD 7p? 2°? JON’ on) .om>y conta) 739 25 IowW 


ODIyD OMNI] PINnO&X. This passage not only explains the 
origin of the points as meaning delendum, but also gives the 
reason why subsequent scribes did not take the hint and leave 
these letters out, instead of copying them with their dots above. 
For, in doing so, they secured for themselves the possibility of 
an honorable retreat: in case later scholars were of the opinion 
that the letter thus stigmatized did by right belong to the word, 
they could still save it by deleting the point. In the language of 
our own period we would put the thought thus: A word with 
one or more letters with such points on them represents a com- 
bination of two words: one consisting of all the letters written, 
and another formed by the free letters only. 

We shall now discuss from this our point of view the words 
with such dots in the same order as they are listed in NIDD 
O'51D ed. Higger, chapter VI, section 3; there the parallel 


Rabbinic sources are mentioned, too: 


I. Gen. 16.5: 9593) °Y2 7 O1IDY": a combination of 723) and 
FI). The mater lectionis ° merely indicates the 
vowel, but not the number (sing. or plur.) of the 
suffix: cf. ITPT § 78. 

2. Gen. 18.9: 1958 I7DN: against this way of putting the 
points already Mueller in his edition, p. 87, sug- 


eested the order *N), namely : POR ION’. This 


’ 95). 
results in the readings: yOx 1708") and 15 7VON7?: 
cf. HPT § 117. Note also the singular WON"Vin the 


following verse 10. 


3. Gen, 19.33: Mpipay 7aava YT N71; hence plene spelling 
cf. HPT § 40c. 


91p4) or defective WPA), 
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4. Gen. 33.4: WIPWM YARIS by S51: a textual difference. 


§. Gen. 37.12: OTN RY AK MYA YM& 139: on the use of 
the nola accusativt NN cf. HPT § 119. 


6. Num. 3.39: AKI Ww TADS we oT TIP, 75: a textual 


difference; cf. ib. verse 14: the command was 
issued to Moses alone. 


7. Num. 9.10: 71pIN7 WATS WS; this leads to: WPIN7 and (or) 
pint. The gender of 7 is given as masc. oF 
fem.; cf. HPT § 88, especially note 289. 

8. Num. 21.30: WS ND) TY OWN: the two readings are: WW 


and WN; cf. Tup in the Septuagint, and WS in the 

Hebrew Pentateuch of the Samaritans. 
9. Num. 29.15: wy yinwyi; but according to the parallel 
Rabbinic source in 727 72702, the passage Num. 
28.21 is meant: AWY PAWY: “a tenth” in a dis- 
tributive sense can thus be expressed either by the 
repetition of the term, or by the simple term: 
WY PAWY or WY >: cf. similarly Gen. 7.2: pw 
with saM.: OW OW: ib. verse 16: Tap ADT with 
SAM.: APN ADt Aap 7Dt; Num. 4.19: wes WR 
With SAM.: WN: 1 Chron. 21.3: OTD with 2 Sam. 
24.3: OF) OD; 2 Chron. 4.18: TNO with 1 IN1. 

7.47: 81 IND. 

NO. Deut. 29.28: Ty ix3aSy ia mbam orads ad nino 
ONY : The Y in Ty leaves the 7 without support. 
1, therefore, believe that the dot over the Y origi- 
nates in a confusion of the Masoretic note TY 
Meaning “up to” (Oday TY TY) with the text-word 


“y " > ‘ . = a 
7. We now get two sentences: the one as spelled 


above, and the other reading: wade a? n7037 
Dy Ay mbaam, 
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I2. The Final Letters 


In Meg. 2b we read the following assertion: 7707 °37 JDN) 
DIOS O° DIX 7"DXID (NIN TINT AT ROY. “OR. Jeremiah — 
or you may also say: R. Hiyya b. Abba — also said: The alter- 
native forms of the letters MNZPK were prescribed by the 


Watchmen. 
This rather brief statement is found in a clearer and more 


elaborate form in Yer. Meg. 1,9:N"3 "OND po >pa7 Nyman bD 
DIANA AN) AINA YS$ON3I) ADT n>-nna Ov) wWRIT AMD 
J"DSID 908 WIN 12 TWN 937 OW) .70D AY ON).75102 
To 2wiy odovrypama rao dw win... roo awed 7DbA 
On JON .TND¥ PPS AMDT .PV Dp Vr N95). “With re- 
gard to all the letters of the alphabet which appear in alter- 
native forms, one writes the first forms at the beginning of a 
word and in the middle of a word, and the later forms at the 
end [of a word]. A deviation from this rule makes the Torah 
unfit for religious use. It is said on the authority of R. Matyvah 
b. Heres: The alternative forms of the letters MNZPK are 3257 
DD mAwod ... People of Jerusalem were tn the habit of writing 
ody and ap >wi7’ without differentiating; similarly: DX 
and MAND; jon and W9'N.” In quoting the text and in the 
translation I followed the way the words are spelled in the 
IXrotoschin edition. The result is only too obvious: the second 
Part of the quotation seems entirely out of place here. The 
statement deals with the final letters, but suddenly shifts over 
to what appears to be an indifference of the inhabitants of 
Jerusalem towards the use or omission of the 7 ea phonicun 
(on this new term, instead of the misleading term 17 /ocativum 
hitherto applied, cf. HPT $$ 103-107). But we can not fail to 
observe that the examples chosen end either in O or 7. We, 


therefore, suggest seeing in the second part of the statement 
the continuation of rules for the scribe concerning the final 


Cd 
Cp 
Lo) 
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letters, allowing for an exception of the foregoing general asser- 
Hon SOB myw ON), in keeping with the custom prevalent in 
Jerusalem. We should like to repeat this second part, both in 
the original and in translation, in order to adjust the spelling of 
the words in question to our interpretation: V1 Or owin? WIN 
ANDY NBS AMDT. ppa ya Rdy aDdwiry or ewry pani 
mon wan. “People of Jerusalem were in the habit of writing 
® and 3, both in medial and final position, and did not differen- 
tiate;"’ with the statement in this revised form cf. HPT §3/a, 
where additional cases are listed in which 2 and } are employed 


in final positions (according to the 3°ND): cf. also the next 
paragraph passim. 


VI. THE EVIDENCE OF THE OLDEST HEBREW BIBLE MS. 
ON RECORD 


Abraham Epstein in an article ‘“Biblische Textkritik bei den 
Rabbinen"’ (Chwolson-Festschrift, Berlin 1899, pp. 42 seq.), 
called attention to a list of variant readings of an ancient Pen- 
tateuch manuscript, the Codex Severus, as compared with the 
readings of the accepted text of those days. This list 1s con- 
tained in several manuscripts of the M37 Nw, and was 
presented by Epstein in the article just mentioned on the basis 
of a comparison of all the sources which were available to him. 
Originally, this list must have had a wide circulation; Epstein 

Proves that even Kimhi quoted it. It is headed by the following 

Introductory remarks: RN’ TUS WHOA pans NAT RN pwDs par 

M2 OOF NNwIDA ADINDY AN nM .NDIIA NINA 
MIM NYMR. We sh 
lists these vari 
But the inte 


based on the 


all follow here the order in which Epstein 
ants, and accept the readings which he establishes. 
rpretation which we are going to offer, will be 
results at which we arrived in our independent 


rescarches tlylic. ; dings 
= on Biblical philology. A hyphen divides the readings 


[41] 


PROBLEMS OF THE MASORA 333 


of the Codex Severus (right) from those of the Bible text then 


in authority (left): 


Gen. 


Om | 


dé 


46 


Gen. 


Gen. 


Gen. 


Gen. 


Gen. 


Gen. 


Loi: 
3.21: 


18.21: 
29.33: 


27.27: 


TN (210) — 9; cf. TRL, paragraph XXXII 1. 
TY (NNIND) — WN: cf. HPT § 3. 

INpyxo7 — onpyxor7; cf. HPT $32 6. 

IN7D3 (NN) — NIDA: cf. HPT $12; on the nominal 
form of the variant spelling INWID, cf. HPT 


S 70a. 
Nn OY — NW 1’: cf. HPT $37a, and here the 


preceding paragraph. 

Tw (Pad) — a7: cf. HPT $8; cf. also Baba 
Batra 9a the quotation of Isa. 58.7as:¥7 175 non 
and 7"wa .qond ay (but in the Bible: 059). 


36.5, 14: wy’ — wry’: cf. HPT § 30. 


36.12: 


43.15: 


48.7: 


46.8: 


Ex. 12.37: 


Lev. 


Lev. 14.10: 


4.34: 


Num. 4.3: 


Deut. 1.26: 


36.1: 


My j2—ATY 33; cf. HPT § 37a, and here the 
preceding paragraph. 

TO?7SD — OID: cf. HPT § 108c. It 1s noteworthy 
that our Bible exhibits here 0°7¥2. This shows that 
the Bible text which served as basic text for the 
comparison with the Codex Severus, can not be 
identified with our Bible. 

pw — ow: cf. HPT § 37a, and here the preceding 
paragraph. 

ap 4NPD — O'I¥D: cf. HPT § 108c. 

ponyrD — ooyrd:; cf. HPT § 34. 

o71D -— D710: cf. HPT § 37a, and here the preceding 
paragraph. 

=amn —o noon: cf. HPT § 32 6. 

xa ($5) — Nat: cf. HPT § 93b. 

DY ID -—-F]DV JIA; cf. HPT § 34. 
pn’oe —-pom’aR: cf. HPT $ 37a, and here the 


preceding paragraph. 
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Deut. 3.20: oF —DM; cf. HPT § 37a, and here the preceding 
paragraph. 
Deut. 22.6: Ban —oOaNNT; cf. HPT § 38a. 
39.75: OT RDR — ON AN; cf. HPT § 37. 


C. THE Masora Parva (M0) 7701) EXAMINED 
IN THE SOURCES 


VIL. THE CODEX PETROPOLITANUS 


$1. The Masora Originates in Masoretic Lists 


It seems most plausible that the original sources of the marginal 
Masoretic notes (Masora parva) in our manuscript have been 
Masoretic compilations in the form of lists. They contained un- 
common phenomena in the spelling or the pronunciation of 


certain Hebrew words, grouping them according to these un- 
usual features which they exhibit: 


er. 7.32: (ON: .VS71 -nyD DDI Hy cov 677029 270 


*u¢n 


2 Ww ary .yw .npnm oy ot Dy? 
Aa ww .1p0P 
This list offers references to 14 instances only and is, therefore, 


incomplete; for *M states that the word occurs 18 times. The 
Tiberian vowel-signs 


_ under ‘fare an addition, presumably 
from another source, since the genuine vocalization of the 


Masora to this manuscript applies the Babylonian system; cf. 
$5. The addition of the vocalization 


_,. results in a disagree- 
n esias: | he | 7 r 
lent between the list and MT: for (DX in connection wath 


TNDID (Gen. 10.9), BDA (Num. 21.14), and 7V¥91 (Ps. 87.5) is 
vocahized T28) in MT. But of by far greater importance for us 
here is the fact that, incomplete though this list is, it contains a 
reference to MBNA as item number 9; and npn refers to the 


Ver a6 5 ers ee ~ ; r 
) same verse, Jer. 7.32, where this note is found. The Ma- 
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sorete substantiated his statement 7 by adding the catchwords 


of the list, the heading of which was ‘Mf. 
The following examples are similarly excerpts of lists: we 


indicate the respective headings by extra spacing: 


Hos. 1.2: 7: °° AIT 7797 wD aw AbD be 2b sy 
1 pI NNID 2 


After remarking that 7? occurs only here in this spelling, the 
Masoretic note mentions four more verbs of the fertiae 77 group 


In the absolute infinitive which are spelled with 7 at the end; 
this 7 serves as mater lectionis for the vowel o which elsewhere is 
Indicated by waw. 

Ezek. 40.4: OMNI: :po AD JMSIT ND AN. 9D F 


nha7 7°90 3 JO NIM .ADMNI7 
on y1p3a 07 


The brief note $9 4: the word does not occur any more in this 
plene spelling, is followed by an elaborate statement: Twice 
this verbal form occurs in the Bible: in Ex. 9.16 ending in 7, 
but here in >: and this is one of the twenty words which have 
(in connection with 3) amas mater lectionts in final position. 
Ezek. 37.22: Dm: BIDD AD°7790 7 JNM.pyY 
pp 1) 
The structure of this note closely follows the pattern which we 
described in the preceding example: First a short remark on the 
word under consideration (Pp 1°); and then an abstract of the 
Pertinent list: this is one of the 14 cases, in which 77 ts written 
but waw (as mater lectionis for «) is heard in the pronunciation. 
In the examples which we discussed till now, the respective 
Masoretic notes at least take cognizance of the somewhat 
peculiar spelling or pronunciation of a given word. The Masoretic 
lists which are quoted — in full or merely by their headings -—1n 
this connection, show further instances of the same grammaucal 


Phenomenon. But our assertion that such Masoretic lists were 
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the original basis of all marginal Masoretic notes will become 


even more convincing, when we turn to the following examples: 
Isa. 48.15: (UR: PIMA PNR LIPID Ft WD. 

This is one of the seven triliteral words (which are repeated). 
Isa. 57.1: PISA: PIT WIAD YIADHIOT J prppA Bd jp 


There are 29 verses, in which the first and the last word are 
identical: this is one of them. 


Isa. 10.13: WANDS: SBN Y¥DM’SD R&R OIT AD } .p yan 
Ap Nn?) 


There are in all 48 cases in which (like here) & is spelled in 
medial position, but not pronounced. 


It seems that the Masorete had a number of Masoretic — 
in front of him. He must have felt that somehow he had to dis- 


ie 
pose of them and make their contents available to those wh 
night use the manuscript. 


§ 2. The Text Contradicts the Masoretic Note 
In many instances, where the marginal Masoretic note points to 
some detail of the spelling or pronunciation of the word in 
question, this statement is in open contradiction to the actual 
text of the manuscript. This proves that the compilers of the 
Masoretic lists, 
the Hebrew B 


whence these notes emanate, had as Jorlage 
that this f{ 


ible in a different textual type before them, and 
act had remained unnoticed by the author of the 
marginal Masora in our manuscript: 


Peek. 37.3: ANNA: Ty pana spy & 


The Masoretic note asserts that nowhere else but here does this 
word occur in plene spelling, namely with two °. Still, the text 
offers a defective spelling, 


exhibiting only one ?. 


[45] PROBLEMS OF THE MASORA 337 


Jer. 27.3: DIN?DA: DIT AD Nd. 


Though the letter 7 does not appear in the spelling, it is never- 
theless heard in the pronunciation. But the text offers 7 in the 


spelling, too. 
Jer. 5.22: MNT: On 3. 


This word occurs twice, and both times its spelling is defective, 


But our text is quite obviously plene. 


$3. The Text was Revised so as to Conform with the \fasora 


Difficulties of a typographical nature make it impossible for 
us CO reproduce in print the way how the scribal changes dis- 
cussed in this paragraph are accomplished in the manuscript. 


@) BY ELIMINATING A CONTRADICTING VOWEL-LETTER. 
Isa. 10.16: 17139: AD ON. 


The Original reading 17135 in plene spelling was changed into 
"T3) by putting a circle round the first waw, so as to conform 
with the Masoretic note which states that the spelling of the 
word is defective. A circle around a letter indicates that this 
letter was erroneously written and, hence, should be deleted. 


Similar instances for this procedure are: 


Isa. 10.17: wWITP1: AD ON 

Isa. 24.16: nya Dt: AD ON 

Jer. 32.41: pwnd: ap ar on 

This formula indicates wherein the defectivity of the spelling 
consists: the first ? is mussing. 

Ezek. 37.7: O'9]: DTp TY ON 

Ezek. 13.20: mM was): ON Tp 
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b) BY ADDING OR CHANGING A VOWEL-LETTER. 


Jer. 44.8: NWYDA: TVA NITE? 


The first hand wrote here TWYDA. The reviser found herein an 


open contradiction to the Masoretic note: that this word is one 


of the eleven occurrences in a spelling with *. Consequently he 
drew a line through the 7 in such a manner that a ° actually 
resulted above the line. 


Isa. 3.2: UD: Sn § 


The Masoretic note: that this passage is one of six, in which 


the word occurs in plene spelling (as UDW), has induced the 
reviser to add a 1 in the space between the letters W and 9. 
The graphic picture which the word now offers, makes it evident 
that the reviser accomplished his task prior to the vocalizer, 
since the vowel is added to the) (UB w). 
Jer. 26.6: "nam: p oa 


The Masoretic note remarks: the letter 7 appears merely in the 
spelling, but not in the pronunciation of the word. The word as 
written down by the first hand (ANIM), actually has a 77 in 
the initial position. But the reviser evidently realized that this 
1, being the article, has its place in the pronunciation of the 
word, and therefore added a final 7. This fact here combined 
with our observation on the preceding example may lead to the 


assumption that the reviser and the vocalizer were one and the 
same person. 


Ezek. 11.6: o’nedny:. 9 Ss 


The revis | re hz 
eviser must have had a model codex in front of him, while 


going through this manuscript. For how else could he have 
known that the Masoretic note refers to? as an indicator of the 
vowel 7 and not of the preceding vowel @? 
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84. The Jfasora Based Upon Different Sources 


Thus far, our examples demonstrate contradictions between the 
text and its marginal Masoretic notes. Consequently, the Vorlagen 
of the Masoretic notes must have been drawn up on the basis of 
a different textual type of the Bible. Now the question arises: 
Do they all spring from one and the same source, or were 
these Vorlagen merely a compilation of Masoretic material, 
originating in and based upon various textual types of the Bible? 
In other words: are the Masoretic notes consistent within 
themselves, and do their cross-references agree with one 
another, so as to corroborate the manuscript’s Masoretic 
statements? 

One example will bring clarity into this problem: The word 
INV occurs twice in the Bible: in Isa. 11.10 and Zech. 9.1. In 
Isa. 11.10 the manuscript reads: INMD: pwot1 oN A. We see 
that the scribe wrote the word plene, but the reviser eliminated 
the first vowel-letter ) (by inserting a circle, cf. § 3a), in accord- 
ance with the Masoretic note which says: this word occurs twice 
in the Bible, both times in defective spelling, the second instance 
being in connection with the noun PwoT). This is a cross- 
reference to Zech. 9.1. But here the manuscript offers: WNMTIO: 


On “2 According to this note, the instance here is the only one, 
(note the con- 


in which the word occurs in defective spelling 
the Bible upon 


tradiction between OM 3 and On 2!). Hence, in 
which this second Masoretic note is based, the Isa.-passage 
must have been spelled plene; cf. the original of that spelling by 
the scribe of our manuscript as 110: 


This internal disagreement between 
themselves proves that they do not form a unity reflecting only 


one Bible text with all the peculiarities of its spelling, but that 


the \/asoretic notes 


they reflect a variety of SOUrCES. 
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\ 5. The Terminology 


While discussing the instance from Jer. 7.32 (in § 1) we stated 


that the Tiberian vowel-signs __ | are an addition from another 


source, since the basic character of the manuscript is Babylonian. 
In order to prove the correctness of this assertion, I wish to 
refer to a few cases, in which it is even more obvious that their 
Tiberian vowel-signs were added later, since they result in a 
doublet: 


Isa. 44.15: INNWN: DD 3 


This note originally read: DD A: twice INNW") is vocalized with 
YO~P. The addition of 


, under the 2 made 7p superfluous, as tt 
stands now, the note offers a doublet. 


Jer. 10.8: DID: Ab 3) 


The components of this doublet are: ND 3) and 4}. It is note- 
worthy that the text has a kames; on the discrepancy between 
text and Masoretic note cf. § 2. 

Isa. 19.20: AM: op pana a 

A combination of Op pana a and rT. 


Our regarding these Tiberian vowel-signs as later additions by 
no means implies that they were added to our manuscript at a 
later period. It is quite feasible that the Masorete of our manu- 
script found them already in his sources. This would lead us to 
the assumption that. these sources already were of a mixed 
type. There is nothing Startling in such an assumption; we even 


have additional Proof for it in the fact that one and the same 


Srammatical phenomenon is described in this Masora by different 
terms: 


Isa. 3.2: ow: Sp 3. 
ib, 10.13- M39): AD 7135) 
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The fact that the vowel 0 is indicated by waw as a mater lectionts 


is termed once: nop. and once: 2°ND. 


Isa. 28.2: YON): ND ON 
Jer. 13.2: OWN): D OW 


In either case the Masora dwells on the fact that the vowel 7 is 
spelled without a mater lectionis. It is quite clear that ’1p here 
cannot mean: read (as against the spelling of the word), since 
there can be no doubt as to the pronunciation of OWN), no 
matter whether with or without ’. We do not wish to press this 
point, we merely argue: As a rule, the terms 2°ND and °7P are 
used to exclude one another. Thus, ?ON): ND ON implies: but 
the "7p is with °. On the other hand, OWN): p O'W means: but 
the 2°NJD is without the’. Now, if the terminology were uniform, 
we would have either 
PON): AD ON and OVNI: AD ON; or 
POS: Pp yD and OVNI: Pp OV. 
But, as it stands, these Masoretic notes reflect a diflerent 
terminology, and this implies: different sources of origin. 

This result is being corroborated by the doublet in 
Jer. 2.9: Ty: om ADT Ai]! .p Ty 


This Masoretic note is a combination of Pp TY and on NIT 3? 
Into one note. Thus, the terms 7p and TON ANd. ND and 2°n2 


dre interchangeably used here. 


§ 6. The Terms 1p and 1p n> and their Equivalent 


in Other AMasoretic Sources 


a) THE TERM 7p). We have thus far realized that the Masoretic 
notes in our manuscript go back to different sources, and employ 


a different terminology for the very same phenomena. Our in- 


342 ALEXANDER SPERBER 


(50) 
terest is now focussed on the term *1p: Does this term possess 
a unique significance of its own, or is it merely one of the several 
possibilities of terming certain phenomena? To this end we 
shall compare a few passages exhibiting this term in our manu- 
script, with the respective Masoretic notes in BHKK and Ven, 
which aim at the establishing of the very identical readings. We 


thus base our investigation on three sources, which are inde- 
pendent of one another: 


Isa. 3.8: 39: 9 °YY; cf. BHKK and Ven: 29: 0n 9 
Jer. 13.2: DWN): DP OW; cf. BHKK and Ven: OWN): OF 3 


These examples uphold our findings at the end of the preceding 
paragraph that ‘1p and 10M are interchangeably used. 


Isa. 10.33: TAND: P TD; cf. FIND: BHKK: & AD 9; Ven: ? 

Jer. 30.16: VORB: p TOW, cf. PONY: BHKK: 5 “Ven: 8 VN" ? 
Here ‘Pp is interchangeably used with the terms (F) 78) 3°n 
and (F) 2) WN’, respectively. Note that in the first instance it 15 


BHKk, and in the second instance Ven, which exhibit this 
term; cf. also later dB. 


b) THE TERM *p s9- a) Often, when the Masorete wished to 
indicate that a letter, though contained in the spelling of the 
text, should not be pronounced, he remarked on it: this letter 
to be *7p n>. The same result is achieved in BHKK and Ven 
by a somewhat different procedure: here the remaining letters of 
the word in question are termed "1D. The difference in the 
Masoretic practice consists therein that our manuscript directs 
the reader by ’1p NO: what to omit, while in BHKK and Ven 
the reader is told by “TP: what to retain. 
1. Jer. 4.5: pm: p 24: ¢f. BHKK and Ven: WpPNi: Pp Wp 

Jer. 8.1: Wes: p ? 1, ef. BHEKK and Ven: IN’S7): Pp INS” 


Gn Ven both the text and the Masoretic note are spelled 
piene: IW¥VI:) INTSY), 
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2. Jer. 2.33: nD): P 9 §: cf. BHKK and Ven: nt): nD) 
Jer. 3.4: (ANTP: p 2 3: cf. BHKK and Ven: "ANT: Pp NX 
Jer. 4.30: NN): P 33; cf. BHKK and Ven: 8): PAN 


3. Jer. 3.7: ANAM): p 2 4; cf. BHKK and Ven: 787m: pxaM 


8) With the results of our discussions in 8$ 5 and 6 in mind: 
that "IP does not signify a term of unique importance, but is 
interchangeably used with such other terms as 70M and 7°N’, 


the following instances find their explanation: 


TMSEN: Pp 5 1; cf. JUS&: BHKK: Pp JIN; Ven: 301 2 


Jer. 1.5: 
7:m20N:p 93: cf. Mbox: Ven: p nboN; BHKK: 1 


1 
Jer. 5. 


87. Each AMasoretic Source has °1p-Readings of tts Own 


a) READINGS TERMED °1) IN OUR MANUSCRIPT ONLY. On a 
number of passages, in which the textual reading of our manu- 
script agrees with that of BHIXK and Ven, there is a marked 
disagreement in the respective Masoretic notes. The marginal 
Masora on our manuscript exhibits a textual variant termed 
"TP, but in the other sources which are made use of here for 
comparison (BHKK and Ven) the Masora merely emphasizes 
the characteristic feature of the spelling of the text, thus en- 
dowing it with additional authority, and — possibly -— silently 
rejecting as incorrect the very ’7p-reading of our manuscript: 


Isa. 41.18: OM DY: D ONDY: cf. BHI and Ven: ODY: 203 


The note 89D refers to the spelling of the ending Q? with two 
yod; in our manuscript the additional & of the "Tp is mater 
fectionts for the vowel a in D, cf. HPT § 38a. 

Isa. 25.6: O'NDD: 9 OONMIDD; cf. OND: BHKK: ON 5 Ven: 9 


The term 0M (in BELIKIX) mav indicate the absence of wat as 
mater lectionis for u, or even the spelling of the ending O° with 
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only one yod; cf. the preceding example, where O” is termed 
x50. The note nD is —as alwavs — an abbreviation for nd 


}3 3°N35 : the word does not occur any more in this spelling; cf. also: 
Isa. 30.5: NAT: Pp wa: cf. BHKK and Ven: W837: 12 AD ? 


Here, too, J2 IND n° upholds the spelling of the word as 
offered in the text. 


Isa. 53.4: wn. DP on - cf. wn: Ven: b. BHKkK: no note. 


This example shares with the first two instances a certain ten- 
| pe ons 
dency of the *\p-readings to make use of & as mater lection 


° ° ‘ a t 
for the vowel a. But our manuscript is far from being consisten 
in this point, as the following example will show: 


Jer. 40.1: OpINA: Pp 9 &; cf. BHKK and Ven: D°pINa: ? 


While the note 1p xd FON eliminates this vowel-letter from 


| S 
the *p-reading of our manuscript, the n? in the other source 
represents an effort to preserve it. 


b) READINGS TERMED *P IN OTHER SOURCES. 


Isa. 28.15: ww: cf. BHKK and Ven: Ww p OW 

Isa. 47.13: “VT; cf. BHKK and Ven: 1737: poaan 
Isa. 57.19: 3: of. BHEKEK and Ven: 21): p 27] 

Isa. 60.21: "YOM; cf. BHKK and Ven: 190): p "yO 


S 8. Readings of the Text Termed °1p 
Marginal Masoretic notes sometimes offer two different read- 
‘NES, Lerming one 3D and the other *7p. A comparison of these 
Variants with the 


4 a ee : l- 
actual word in the text reveals it to be ide 
teal with the form termed °p in the Masoretic note. 
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We arrange the material according to the parallel evidence 
from BHKK and Ven on the words under consideration: 


a) BHRKK Anpb VEN HAVE THE IDENTICAL TEXTUAL READ- 


ING, BUT NO NIASORETIC NOTE TO IT. 


Isa. 18.2, 7: 191): 4p 79N3AI ND WN. The ANS is as one word, 
but the °7p as two. 

Isa. 22.18: IX: p FS ND IS 

Jer. 4.30: Jp: Pp JAD TD 

Jer. 22.14: DD): Pi nD? 

Jer. 26.24:]2:)]2 AD 22 

Jer. 29.7: :m ban: p ombaa na n237 


b) BHKK anp VEN HAVE THE SAME MASORETIC 1p) NOTE 


ON THE PRESUPPOSED 2°AO TEXT. 


Jer. 2.27; wn797; pn ADIN; 
cf. BHIKK and Ven: 27; punt?” 


Jer. 8.6: OnN¥INDI: Pp N¥I7 ND NS; 
cf. BHKK and Ven: on1¥104: p ONSINDA 


Jer. 13.20: 18W: DIN ND 7S; 
ef. BHIKIX and Ven: "8W: p I8Y 


Jer. 13.20: 1871: Pp 18 DUR; 
cf. BHKIX and Ven: "871: p 187) 


Jer. 17.10: y3979:) 79 NJ 15, 
ef. BHIKKK and Ven: 19773: p Y377T) 


Jer. 21.12: 0D°99yo:p 03 nD OF; 
ef BHIKK and Ven: omo>yn: p a2 29D 


Jer. 32.4: 19ry: Pp vIn 1: 
cf BHKK: wy: Pp Vry. Ven has here VY as 
reading of the text; but cf. there the preceding 


Wy: P VIPY. 
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Jer. 49.30:02°79:p 02ND On, 

cf. BHKK and Ven: ao 9y: p 2°79 
Ezek. 46.19: ONIVI: Pp oN Nd ON: 

cf. BHIKK and Ven: ON 57°32: p ond 1A 


c) BHKIK Anp VEN OFFER THE PRESUPPOSED 2°N2 TEXT, 
WITH MASORETIC NOTES UPHOLDING THESE READINGS. 


Hos. 4.6: JONON): NIN & P NI1AD 7D IRONON 


The word is spelled in the A°ND with three &, but the third & 
is omitted in the °1p; cf. JRONON): BHKK: & WN"; Ven: 
xn) ND 5. The note in Ven isa doublet: cf. later § 17c 23. 
Zech. 8.20: NY: ) TW ND AY: 

cf. TY: BHRKKK: On AS: Ven: ON 14). 
The same difference 3° — 7° occurs also in the note on TY in 


Hos. 12.10. 


d) VARIOUS OTHER CASES 
Jer. 48.21: NY51I90:p ond ND 
This identification of the reading with yod as 3°ND, and that 


with waw as °1p is reversed in BHKK and Ven: ny51: p NyD’?. 
Jer. 32.19: DINT: PD DINA AD OTN 


But BHKK and Ven have as text DTN, i.e. the presupposed 
INS, without any Masoretic note. Similarly in 


Jer. 28.13: mM10WD: AD NwHID 


This 2°nND form is the text-reading of BHIKK and Ven: N01: 
15 2°NS >. But in 


Isa. 27.6: MN 5°: Pp PI, 


It 1s the “Ip form, which is the text-reading in BHIXK and 
Ven: M75), with no note to it. 


> ) ora 
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VIII. THE MS. # B19A OF THE PUBLIC LIBRARY IN LENINGRAD 
(ACCORDING TO THE BIBLIA HEBRAICA ED. KITTEL-KAHLE) 


\' 9. Errors are Not Considered 


No conclusions will be based in this study upon such discrepancies 
between the text and the Masora, which can best be explained 
as scribal (or printer’s) mistakes. The human eye is not infallible! 


Isa, 47.7: 73): 2; mistake for: 9. 
The word does not occur any more in this vocalization with ,. 


Isa. 51.2: 39 373N): re mistake for: ?. 


Isa. 53.7: Day: Ft a; mistake for: *)Pr J. 
Cf. ib. verse 11: yaw’: $Op "pt A. The second occurrence of 


259 is Hos. 10.6. 
Ps. 136.1: 7193 Opi05D td oN: mistake for: 1D. 


This Psalm has only 26 verses. 


Ezek. 39.9: nwpAa: 9; mistake for: 3. 
Cf. Hos. 1.7: nwpa: 3. 


§ 10. The Masora Originates in Aasoretic Lists (cf. § 1) 


Gen. 50.9:0):  2pya 4790 7701010) :71N3 pros Tt 
1 Sam. 18.5:0n: poo nn 4n31 ON :piDD RD 


Ezek. 5.13:03: O2 02 :p1D5} 

Judg. 12.4: Jyna: Jina 7N3 2173 AR Pos a 

2Sam,.19.7:°9: °99°D°D°D 7D 2/773 MR PDD IJ; cf. the iden- 
tical note on Josh. 17.18. In both instances 


the context excludes an error of misspelling 


> into 791. 
[esth. 3.13: Ava DON 72 MN pio) 13. This is obviously the 
heading of a list; it has been rephrased tn [sa. 5.25 


and Zech. 6.11 to read: "3 ON POD N'N. 
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Num, 7.20/99: 3 897189 pra 997 prop 53 

Lev. 13.9: Yad: 712 FDI 112 WNT PID & 

1 Sam. 20.29: 59: N82 YD P70 WON AA RT PIO 7 

1 Sam, 13.19: WON: .730 TYAW) 139 AYAW :PpIDD 1 .p IDS 
MD yxy). There are 7 verses consisting of 


15 words each, the middle word of which has 


a Masoretic note referring to 2°ND and”). 


S11. The Text Contradicts the .\Jasora 


a) THE MASORETIC CROSS-REFERENCES REFLECT A DIFFERENT 
TEXTUAL TYPE OF THE HEBREW BIBLE 

1 Sam. 18.10: OVD: 5; but Isa. 9.3: OVD: &*. 

The text of BHKK offers the word OVD ten times only, but 


according to the text of Ven, it occurs eleven times; for Ezek. 
30.9 which reads in BHKK: OV 3, has O15 in Ven. Hence, both 


notes ? and &? are correct in themselves, but refer to two textual 
types as represented by BHIXK and Ven respectively. 


The following cases are to be explained in a similar way: 
2 Ki. 18.31: a: Soon 4. The word occurs twice, once In 
plene spelling. But Isa. 36.16:1712 is plene, too! And the Masora 


remarks on it: 29 9: it does no more occur 872, thus presup- 


posing that in 2 Ki. 18.31 the word is in defective spelling. 


Neh. 7.4: n9.4n: So an 4. But in the other passage, where 
this word occurs, namely I-ccl. 9.13 it is plene, too: 577). 


2 Ki. 23.29: 1NKID: OM AN 3; cf. in the other passage, 2 Ki. 6.21: 
WARNS, which is equally TOM, and the Masoretic note there: OM 3 


plainly states that this word is both times spelled defective. 
similarly 


Zech. 9.1:1nNI9: ON AN A; but Isa. 11.10: 1nMID:; ON A. 
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Cf. our discussion of this word in connection with Codex 


Petropolitanus in & 4. 


Ex. 19.13: Sypp: On Im) 39 IN 3: cf. the other passage referred 
to: kx. 21.28: PD, equally in p/ene spelling. 


Ex. 14.14: WINN: ON) Sp 4M 3, as compared with the plene 
spelling in Job 13.5: WINN. 


Eccl. 11.3: pw: bn Im So 7AM 3; but ib. 4.10 equally: Spy. 
Ps. 64.5: nr~>: ON IN A; but ib. 11.2: m9. 


Ezra 9.12: 005w: on 7n 3; but Deut. 23.7: ondw. 


b) THE MASORA CONTRADICTS ITS OWN CATCHWORD. 


Ix. 16.7: wn: 7). But the text actually has a yod! (Cf. Lev. 
13.20: S17: °7p 3, where the text offers a waw). Our Masoretic 
note presupposes a textual type like that of Ven; cf. there: 9n 
(with waw): Pp dn (with vod). Similarly reflecting the Ven 


textual type: 


Ikzra 10.44: 18W): NWI; cf. Ven, where the text "NWI (with yod) 


has this Masoretic note: Pp INW]. 


Ps. 99.6: DRIP: & VN? 5. The vocalization shows that the ON 
Is not superfluous, but on the contrary belongs to the root; cf. 
Neh. 5.7: O°NWI: 8 WN’. Hence, our Masoretic note was meant 
for Ven, where the word is vocalized: D'81P. The following 
exainples are to be explained in the same way as based upon a 


different type of the Bible text: 


2 Ki. 10.5: 9°22: BM 2. 

Jer. 2.17: y>°9in: Om 2. 

Esth. 23:]apiron: om 7. 

1 Chron. 9.40: Sya7q91: 12 TIM 9. 
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Ex. 17.16; MOD: PNR 3 1d yon ‘1. This presupposes a division 


of MDD into two words of two letters each: "DD, against the 
text offered here. 


S12. The Terminology (cf. § 5) 


Throughout this Masora two distinctly different terminologies 
are in use. Since the Masora goes back to Masoretic lists (cf. 
§ 10), it is very plausible that in these various Masoretic terms 
we have the original headings of those lists before us. Sometimes 


one item is indicated by a combination of two terms, thus 
forming a doublet. 


a) GENERAL TERMS 


. Gen. 3.24: 3997: dn AE 413 
Gen. 3.17: PM1¥: Ana $y A 


Similarly we find the Pentateuch referred to as &N’718 
and 171M, respectively, in an otherwise identical note: 

Lev. 22.16: onix: Twa $n Hb 

Lev. 23.43: onix: Aina bp 0b. 


to 


1 Chron. 25.4: VYNiA: wax ow b 

1 Chron. 25.28: nin? : 3a) ow S., 

1 Chron. 11.31:°8: AD mnaRK pwd bard 
Dan. 2.10: 959: 35n pwr db. 


Num. 32.42: m9 Appa rd; 
Ruth 2.14: a2 >). 


b) VOCALIZATION AND ACCENTUATION 


The kames is indicated by SSD) or 
ex; 1921: SOP Josh, 3.5: W1pni: SDP 2 
kx. 27.16: 00:3 Josh. 2.15: nawi: 2 
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The combination of both tetms results in a doublet: 
Esth. 1.5: ]0p: Op it; the components are: DP 7 and 7. 
If two kames come in succession, the Masora indicates it by 


PD ODT PSDP or 


Eccl. 4.3: 917: 907 Sop 3 
Eccl. 1.7: iP rae e. 
Combined with the indication of the accentuation (NDpt?), 


the Masoretic note on kames is phrased thus: 


Lam. 3.53: "9: Dp pt 2 
Lam. 3.35: 13): pt 3 


6. The patah is indicated by SNNDS or _ 


Judg. 16.5:°AB: AND a 
Judg. 19.11:71:9 
Prov. 1.8: 7099: MD 3? 
Prov. 1.3: 1030: .) 


In connection with the accentuation (NMAINN), we get: 


Ps. 107.35: 0°D: AD MINNA 2 
Ps. 137.6: 02011": 2 


A™ 


7. The segol is indicated by nona TP or | 


1 Chron. 15.1; 0°}; 2N3 OTp1No A 
2 Chron. 18.15: 7792: 3 
8. In case the identical word is vocalized sometimes with 
kames and some other times with pala, the Masora indicates 
it thus: 
Ps. 78.50: JW: Dp 8) AD Vf: the word occurs all in all seven 
times: six times it is vocalized with 9, and once with Pp. 


Ps. 72.7-N75)°:- 3723 7: occurs four times; twice |. ane twice _ 


Jd 
‘Ji 
{2 
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9 The SNMINRZ is indicated: 


Ps. 35.20: PAS: MINA 71 
Prov. 30.21: YTS: 7 


oe | : 
10. A doublet in connection with the ‘ndication of the w*), 
appears in 


Ps. 78.17: ninn?: wey 5: the components are: yn ? 
and 9; cf. Ps. 104.3: 7p: 2. 


c) DETAILS OF SPELLING 


e ° e e M- 

11. The fact that a certain letter remains silent in the pronu 
ciation of the word is indicated by the terms 
Eccl. 6.10: FY pnnw:p Aypnw 
Eccl. 10.3: 92089: Tn 9 


3p and WN": 


Ps. 119.147: sant: pq aI 
Ps. 119.161: 4/3703: 9 VM 
Esth. 8.7: 0°92: p OTT3 
sth. 4.7: 0°973:9 Vm 

Jer. 3.4: NSP: Pp AXP 

Jer. 35:°nN0a7:5 Mm 


Prov. 28.16: °2W: Pp IW 
Prov. 8.35: >> 9a by ah 


2 Chron. 13.14: DAS ¥ND: Pp OAXND 
2 Chron, 29.28: OA¥X¥ND: & AM 

2 Ki. 16.17: N81: D ms 

Neh. 9.47: 7M: 4-prp 

Judy. 9.12: DNDN: P 35n 

1 Sam. 28.8: ‘DP. 1 7m 
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a ow) 
rj 
wi we 


1 Chron. 18.10: 71NW9: 9 Sxwd 
Prov. 22.8: WX¥p?:1 VN’ 


The combination of both terms results in a doublet - 


Isa. 26.20: Fn?7: p WNT ||} n> 
2 Chron. 34.22: nap: Pp naApn |} ian 
Ezek. 47.8: INDI: 8 VM 2 |! Pp wan 


12. The omission of a letter of the root from the spelling is 


indicated by °7p and 70M: 

2 Ki. 21.29:°2N: > NIN 

Micah 1.15:°38:8 On 3 

The 3 (=twice) in the Masoretic note on the Micah passage 
refers to 2 Ki. 21.29: accordingly, this occurrence is classed as 
IDM, too. 

A combination of both terms leads to a doublet in 

Jer. 32.35: °oma:0n 3 |) p Rona 

13. The spelling of the nominal suffix of the 3. pers. sing. mase. 
with 7 is annotated on with: ?7P and A’NID or JDJ a’NI: 

Ps. 42.9: TVW: > IVY 

2 Ki. 20.13: 7N93:]2 AD A 

Jer. 2.3: 7hMIIN: 77ND A 

Both terms are combined into a doublet in 

Ezek. 48.21: 79ina:7nDA! pina 

14. The use of & to indicate the vowel a in medial position ts 


termed xbp and 2°’nD: 


2 Sam. 12.1: WNT: bn 3 
Prov. 10.4: WN7: ND} 
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15. The spelling of the nominal plur. ending as 0 without the 
vowel-letter yod is termed 10M and ]9 AN: 


Num. 6.5: 00°71: 0n a 
Num. 7.10: ON'W3IT: 7D ND 7 


Both terms are combined to a doublet in 
Gen. 17.20: O8WI: JD AD || Ana on 7 


d) THE TERM “IN 


16. It refers to the very passage, in which the Masoretic note 
belongs to (meaning: this one): 

Ezek. 38.7:]90:0n 1n 4 

Amos 4.12: D771: Soana 


Dan. 12.4:100¥*: DN InN a 
Amos 8.12: OUI: by ana 


Ps. 78.28: YNIIWD? : DnNana 
Ps. 132.7: rniz2wn>: So an 3 


Similarly in Ps. 112.10: DY): Dp 3M 3, and Isa. 28.28: OF): 
n5 mM 3, the term IM refers to these passages, since their 
respective other occurrence (as indicated by 3) is vocalized: 


cel. 5.16: DYD) (with patah) and Deut. 7.23: OM (with 
kanes). 


17. It refers to the other occurrence of the word in question 
(the cross-reference) : 


Dan. 10.12: #4373: o0n 3n a 
Ps. 119.42: 774723: %o4n4 


Jer. 23.15: ONpwm: 90 TN A refers to Jer. 9.14; OM PWT. 
Ps. 139.23: UY: ND AN A refers to Ps. 94.19: BY W. 
Ps. 60.4: 759:8% N59 7N 43 refers to Num. 12.13: N57. 
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c) THE IDENTICAL NOTE ON PASSAGES IN A DIFFERENT SPELL- 
ING. This uncertainty of the meaning of the term IM: whether 
it refers to the word under consideration or to the cross-reference 
may best be explained as a result of the fact that these Masoretic 
notes originate in different sets of Masoretic lists headed by 
So 7N 3 and On AN 3, respectively. The later Masorete, in 
utilizing these lists so as to adorn a Bible manuscript and thus 
give it additional authority by making it ‘‘Masoretic,’’ added 
his notes to whatever passage he chanced to come across. Little 
did he concern himself over the implication of the term 7M; to 
him, 77 was merely a word, and not a scientific term with a 
well-defined connotation. 

In order to establish beyond doubt the fact that these 
Masoretic notes were not meant to serve any practical purpose 
(as e. gy. to direct’ the scribe or reviser), but that they represent 
merely annotations from Masoretic lists with corresponding 
headings, we wish to call attention to the following examples: 
According to our interpretation they go back to lists, the head- 
ings of which were complete. They indicated how often the 
word under consideration occurs in any spelling, e. g. 50 und 
OM, and not, as heretofore, bringing only one indication: nbn 


or TOM, thus leaving it to us to guess at the other missing ttem: 


1 Sam. 26.21:°n>207:¥R810NI7N 4S, 

Ps. 119.99: :n>>wa:0n2 IM wAD INA 

Here we might be tempted to explain TH in the first part of 
each note as referrine to the same passage (cf. above under 16), 
and the second part of each note (W&) and OND 77)) as later 
additions, since they are self understood. But how then could we 


account for the indentical notes in the very identical arrange- 
ment in cases like: 


Lev. 14.6: Tunwa: on 7m) 29 7 3 
Lev. 14.51: quinwaq: on IM 79 7n A 
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Ex. 9.4: 9pm: AD IM RADIAN A 
Deut. 28.59: 89DM: AAD IM AIAN A 


Nothing but utmost confusion could have been the outcome, if 
any scribe or reviser would have felt inclined to follow the lead 


of such directions. They were truly never meant to ‘‘guide”’ them! 


IX. THE BIBLIA RABBINICA, VENICE 1524 °5 


§ 13. Printers Mistakes Not Considered (cf. § 9) 


Num. 23.19: my: ja win mam A 


This is a reference to Ezek. 18.14. In both instances the word is 
vocalized MWY"; hence, 2 is a misprint for 3. 


Jer. 12.3: ISIN: 3; misprint for a: cf. Job 10.18. 
Isa. 49.2: yn? : yn? Tm: refers to Thr. 3.12: yn? : yn? 817; 
consequently, our note is a misprint for: yn? 3m 9. 


Prov. 17 17: M81: M81 IM re misprint for: M&M re cf. Eccl. 
4.8: M81: M8181 5. 


Ezra 10.8: OVM: 813 3; misprint for: 81304; cf. ex. 22.19: 
OM: Dp pw snnp 3 3. 


Judg. 5.18: D199: DN 819 34; mistake for: bo BION A}; 
cf. Prov. 9.3, 14: "7 : bn mini y 


1 Ki. 7.36: VND: p MND); misprint for: p MNO, 
without the waw. 


2 Ki. 24.14: 798Y: Dp ANWwWY-: mistake for: pn Wwy. 


Num. 7.60: The lengthy Masoretic note beginning with onbi71? 


is merely a reprinting of the identical note on Num. 1.22: 
mW. On21924 | and is here out of place. 
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2 Sam. 2.5,6:°338 0709993: :2nnoy 4973 Syd op nAndn 
wow) °D Ty’ .powa myn 53 
TOSI WDD. On the indicated 
page these Masoretic notes are 
not to be found in the Masora 
Parva, but they are included in 


the Masora Magna. 


Lev. 23.17: IWAN: PWIT PDPN 17D IN: but actually the & 
has no dagesh. 

Gen. 11.32: JIMS: 73157 7; but the text has a regular nun. 

Josh. 14.11:°N35:°nN37 38 yO 81M 2; but the text has a normal 


sized 5. 


S /4. The MJasora Originates in Masoretic Lists 
(cf. 88 J and 10) 


Gen. 2.14: 2pIn:.pop Im nnp an.tn tn yo ax .bpran x19 
27. Here MND obviously means sego/, unless 
we assume that this listis of Babylonian origin, 
where + served as the equivalent for both | 


and _. 


Gen. 32.12: 9:57. .pop Im) nnpIn.3N 47 aX 

Gen. 13.9: ON: 105 YSONID ON) ON 7172 NST OD ft: cf. on 
31.52: ON: TVNIA OD WXD ON) ON 105 9: and on 
24.49: ON: DIDD IY¥D ON) ON 7977 FN joOD ». 
Gen. 35.5: 190]: DORI DTN PD JD IN 817) .5DO N81 SIND 
Gen, 23.16: ]i9by: On Un 9D HIP .p70 31D IoD b 

Gen. 17.24: }9o72:08 3D) PIN NN IIR? KOT .pyr a 

Gen. 49.20; 8171: SONI NIT .NIDNNIDI-2071 DIOP I 7D IN 
I Sam. 26.23: 717": TIDIN 9101 WT 105 7 

Isa. 18.13: 7p: 71101 wT IDD P 

Lev. 23.42: M902: 7M pD101 PTW POD N° 


Gen. 


Gaen. 
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Ex. 21.29: ON: NINA P79 PAN ON pAVpwA Ms OD 7 
Num. 36.8: 931: PAS BP P73 MR {pw 3 

Gen. 26.6: DN¥?: "99 7D Sand OD 399 AN 

Gen. 24.23: ~99:j97 m9 IM In 797 15 1o Tw'w. Cf. in Codex 


Petropolitanus, fol. 130b, the Masoretic list headed by: 
ia Mo Aman 9D Aww. 


815. Rabbinic Sources Utilized 


Gen. 18.3: M&: 51D Mwy Sy A; cf. Ned. 37b. 

Num. 29.15: }iWwy1: 771NI ATP 479 AN; cf. PADI NION ed. 
Higger, chapter VI, section 1 (p. 166). 

Gen. 33.4: pw: Apa Wp 90 10: cf. the parallel Rabbinic 
sources listed in Higger’s O° 1510 NION, p. 166. 

Gen. 18.22: Tiy: OID ypN po AP: cf. RDIMIN WAT cd. 
Warsaw on Ex. 15.7; cf. also on Deut. 23.24: N¥19: ])/p'n 
MAT PY) O92 w 1 TID AHOA AAA weal ww ma HID 
ND MD7AA nD DI. 

Gen. 49.7: ANWP: Yrzm on? pRy Aina opis 7.9; cf. Yoma 


35a; cf. also on Deut. 31.16: Opi: .yuon ond PRY joa 7 


ywird NOAW ID DOIN 3D) .ND UNTD UN RD NT TS 
NWOT VTA. 


$16. The Text Contradicts the Masora (cf. $$ 2 and 11) 


Q) THE MASORETIC CROSS-REFERENCES REFLECT A DIFFERENT 
TEXTUAL TYPE OF THE HEBREW BIBLI 


Hab. 3.19:°nipa: ON 7M 3 and Ps. 18.34: nina: 99 7M 3, go 
both back to different texts; ef. BHKK, Ps. 
18.34: °N2 in defective spelling. 


Num. 14.27: nen: AR NYDY .VIND yD jn A; this refers to 
the passage Ex. 16.12:nabm:7D snp 3. 
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Josh. 2.16: 2B: sheds DWN .0N 3; but Gen. 18.10 referred to here. 
has 2 in plene spelling. 

25am. 7.18:°IN8'37: ON PT 90 IM. On IN 3: cf. the Masoretic 
note on the second occurrence of this word 1 Chron. 17.16: 
"NN’AT: 1 ON) 3A: occurs twice without a waw! 

2 Sam. 19.6: AWAIT: ON 7M) 50 1M 3: cf. the identical spelling 
in Ps. 74.15: W2i7: W? IND 3. 

1 Ki. 20.31: 2WN85a: 90 NN 7 ON .ON IM) 9D 4M A: but 
the passage referred to, Josh. 2.19, reads equally: WWR72: 
obama. 

Jer. 38.22: yo>w: bn 3M 4p JAN 3. Since the spelling of the 
word here is ION, we expect the nop spelling in the other 
Instance: but cf. Obad. 7: JO 2W: Syn a3! 

Ezek. 39.3: J2NDw: DN 7M 3; but cf. the identical spelling 
2 Sam. 2.21. 

Ps. 11.2: niv°9: On 7M 3 and Ps. 64.5: m9: 99 7 3 exclude 
one another. The same is true of 

Ps. 78.28: YNiDWD? - 59 IM 3 and Ps. 132.7: YNiIDwD? >ON NO. 

Ps. 76.12: 15°21: 90 7M 3; but cf. Ps. 68.30: yay". 

Ps. 106.8: OY WI: OF TWN TA; but cf. the plene spelling in all the 
three other occurrences, too: 2 Ki. 14.27; Judg. 3.9; Ps. 


106.10. 

Job 40.13; wian: $p 7m 3; Ezck. 24.17: Bia: 79 81 ON 3}: 
and the third occurrence Isa. 30.26: VAM: 2 make it clear 
that Job and Ezck. with their plene spelling exclude one 


another. 


b) THE MASORA CONTRADICTS IPS OWN CATCHWORD. 


Isa. 2.15: Don: pry? 2 presupposes a vocalization 57110, 
cf. Isa. 5.2: IN: b> Sy) 2. The Masoretic 


notes on these passages refer to one another. 
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Isa. 26.20: VaAY?: by t- but cf. the way the word is vocalized 
in Isa. 40.27: Wav: 90 T. 


Josh. 19.8: NOV: R AN “3 presupposes a spelling NON, 
cf. BHRA. 


Josh. 19.49: vad: So yore On AYTINT; cf. BHKK: 
sndia2?. 


1 Sam. 4.7: 0195: 9a9a ON As cf. BHKK: ovow. 
Isa. 39.19: DDI: OM 9. 
Jer. 8.8: ™99N3: ON a. 


Jer. 8.9: wan: ONT ON A; cf. ib. verse 12: WAM: ONT ON A. 
Judg. 1.3: 92a: 5019; cf. BHKK: 49702. 

Judge. 9.37: 0°11: SD Q,cf. BHKK: 0°17". 

Isa. 59.1998: ON PT 9 77. 


S17. Vhe Terminology (cf. 88 5 and 12) 
a) GENERAL TERMS 
1. Gen. 18.33: 1opa9: on sw SD 
Gen. 19.22: ya: ina on > 

Gen. 


5.7: Mpwi: ON Haw bd 
Gen. 3.2. 


4: 0°3990: on atina $5 


Io 


Deut. 32.4: 780-enanody & 
Deut. 32.6: pba. qo A 


Both terms appear combined in a doublet: 


Lev. 13.33: M2inm: mdva nym jonas 3. 


$. The various terms for small letters are contained in the 
following doublets: 


Nun. 2921.2 DOW: NiO NVM SRY AMR | NECN T ) 
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1(). 


Ex. 35.34: 5179): 89n3 1" on 3 
Lev. 10.11: 5793: }»In 10m 3 


. Ezek. 7.22:0°9°79:0N 7743 


Jer. 32.29: OF Nia: ON & 3 


b) VOCALIZATION AND ACCENTUATION 


. Gen. 32.27:°INI13: POP 4 


Gen. 24.19: INWN: 9 
Gen. 27.39: OYD: Dp 3 
Gens 17.122 334 


. Gen. 16.13:°879: pop On 2 


Ex. 30.23: 1231: ? 
Jer. 49.28: 177w1: JN 2 
Ezek. 16.33: °TNWN): , 


. Isa. 27.12: 4ON?: Mn | 


Isa. 28.28: 237): ? 


. Lev. 16.13: 729: POND ppon 7 


Isa. 44.13: 97ND": 2 
Deut. 5.10: Twy1: 7202 7D0A 3 
Deut. 10.18: Ty: 3 
Isa. 8.7: 09y9: 270 N 
Isa. 19.4: 7B): 77 
1 KG. 16.24: 980: 91D 7 
Ex. 132207) 2) ,, 


| Lev. 18.15: 793m 7983 'B10N 72 


Ex. 15.11: 7¥9:M 

1 Ki 10.25: pwn: wr72a VS 3 

1 Ki. 10.1: 9OU:0 

Gen, 41.43: 92397902: DN®8 TT ps3 7 
1 Sam. 29.3: ibn): 75) INN WM? 


361 
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13. 2 Sam, 6.23: AMD: AMD NYD):O9 plap 7M. 9D 9 
Isa. 32.14: wu): ? 


14. Num. 10.9:987: yop 31 MNS 5 


Num, 23.10: 15003: 1) 9 


27.33 3727381: AD &) DP ? 
31.2: WDIBRIERIR 3 
Gen. 43.12: DWidT: DP RINDSNA 
Gen. 47.19: OWN: RI 3A 

Gen. 1.10: award y, minh 5 


15. Two different vowel-signs coming in succession are indicated 
by: 


Gen. 33.5: 39: N51 pp 5 
Gen. 41.57: pin: 7 


- 7 
The variety of sources whence these notes emanate, leads to a 
corresponding difference in the annotations on the identical 


word: Num. 5.7: DWN: MND 3 refers to the second vowel only; 
but Lev. 5.19: OWN: _2 reflects both vowel-signs. 
16. The vocalization of waw with verbal forms as copular or as 


consecutive waw is indicated by referring to the following con- 
sonant: whcther or not it carries a dagesh: 


Isa. 50.2: NOMI: VIT AM D7 y 
Ex. 28.28:309771: DD] IM DAS 
lv. Hos. 2.6: OO78: AMINA INND KR} 
1 Ki. 3.6.98: 303 127 oR Sor pop A 


C) DETAILS OF SPELLING 


18. The terms 1p and WN interchangeably used 


1 Ki. 22.13: 5p9at:p4oaq 
1 Ki. 18.36: 9p94a793: 9°" app 
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1 i. 1.27: PTIY:p Way 
Ps. 16.10: J’ TON: 7"P WN? 


Jer. 2.33:°n79?:p nD 
Jer. 13.21°R792: 7° Vm 
Jer. 18.10: 7997: p yan 
Prov. 27.10: 7991: 7 7m 
Both terms combined result in a doublet: 
Prov. 15.14:°)53:]1] Wm || 7D) 
19. the terms °7p and 10M; 7p and NOD: 
a) Job 5.18:17%1: p P71 
Lev. 16.21:179: On 7 
Both terms appear together in the doublet 
Ezek. 43.26:177: 0077 |[ p vv 
I Sam. 18.22: 1739: p YT3Ay; the equivalent term DM is to be 
found in the doublet Jer. 22.4: 77329): ON Ap vay. 
Similarly: 1 Ki. 6.38: WBWD: ON 3 || p YUHwWAD. 
8B) 2 Sam. 23.16: 1839: Pp 130; the equivalent term 85D occurs 
In the doublet ib. verse 15: T8230: FON SD Lip “Ia, 
The third occurrence of the word tn this spelling, referred to 
here, is ib. verse 20: INA: Pp 737. 
Nah, 1.3: 9790: 27 
Ps. 145.8: 279: 90 7N 3 
The term 4M proves that this note belongs toa different textual 
tvpe of the Bible, in which one of these two passages had the 
word in defective spelling; cf. BHIKIN on Ps. 145.8: 27: Syn 3. 
20. the terms 1) and 3*ND or JD AN: 


a) Ex. 22.26: N103: j 1m1dD 
Gen. 9.21:97°798:]2 27ND 7 
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Josh. 15.48: 7231W1: p> 
2Sam.9.4:75°8:}3 3an3? 


eo 


8) the equivalent term can now be traced in a doublet only 
2 Ki. 14.13: 341: Pp Rl; cf. both terms in: 2 Ki. 12.21: WA") 
33)! p 831. 
Jer. 31.39: MP: p Ip; cf. 1 Ki. 7.23: 71p1: 35.2 || Pp 1p 
Ezck. 16.36:°AN): p NN); cf. ib. verse 18:°NNI]: 35 3 || p nn 
Ps. 140.13: nAYT: Pp NYT; cf. Job 42.2: MYT: 35 a || ponyT 
vy) the components of the doublets cannot be traced separately : 
Josh. 11.16: AN2w1: pin |} 5515 
1 Ri. 14.2.7: p ns [jt sna A 
Josh. 3.4:1733:]3 N33 || pV 
1 Sam. 24.19: 81:35 9 || >) TNs 
Isa. 9.2:87:95 id |i pd 
21. the terms (OM and 3 and: 


The fact that the plural of 7’ in connection with the suffix of 


‘ , . : 7 | 
the 3. pers. masc. sing. appears in the defective spelling 17, 15 
termed as follows: 


Ex. 32.19: 55 Al pra 
Lev. 9.22.17 PT wWapryy ansAy pray 
Ezek. 43.26: ee Ona I p po 


Hence, the terms IDM and }> AND are interchangeably used in 
order to indicate one and the same spelling. They go back = 
different lists; ef. Deut. 32.35: Nnany: 6 ADD] 8D7N yD nD) 
DN Dn. | 


22. the terms "Vm and xdn- 
Josh. 18.20: jay: opm 
Isa. 11.3: DIDw?: bn 
Ps. 89.29: TVOWR= ppp 
Isa. 26.20: Mayr: Sp 1 


we 
a 
Zi 
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Josh. 6.3: "°° pa: 7"y ap 
1 Ki. 9.25: vepm: bn 


23. the terms VN’ and 3°*ND: 
2 Sam. 11.1: DIN?IDT:N hd a 
2 Sam. 12.1: BNI: ON nD 3 


2 Sam. 11.24: 87107:95x8 Tm 
Isa. 30.5: WNAA: 1D and d 


Jer. 30.16: PONW:& an 5 
I Wd. 4.11: 987: 8°05 7 


A combination of both terms results in a doublet: 


Hos. 4.6: JNONONI: 8 VN? | 71D 1nd > 
Josh. 21.32: INT: 8 Vn |) 353 
24. the terms 2ND and XbD: 
The absence of a waw to signify the vowel o 1s termed as follows: 
TAG. 8.18: NON: Mao IND INA 
Ezek. 16.7:123): SoR2 


25. the terms J’ND and JD aN: 
2 Sam. 12.1; 887: 4728 DN 3 
Prov. 10.4: ¥887:]2 375 J 
Lev. 21.6:°WN: TY IND DV 
Lev. 21.21:°WN: 72ND D 
2 Sam. 9.4: 75'S: 7D ND»; both terms combined: 1 Sam, 19.22: 
MN: N"T3 |) 73 nD? 
Judge. 21.19: wa: AIDA 177 ND mM: both terms: 1 Sam. 3.21: 
j2wa:yND || IN 
26. the terms TOM and JI A’: 
1 Ki. 21.9:929871: 71 0 A 
1 Wi. 21.12: 12°WT: PIYIAIII A 
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Gen. 17.20; ON WI: Ina WA son 7 
Gen. 25.16; ON WI: Wns 3 a 


Lev. 5.16; InwIOn: yn TY OM 1, the equivalent term in the 
doublet: Lev. 27.13: inwnn: yun TY On || 3D 4 

Ezek. 16.43: WNAVIN: 1D WMD 1; the equivalent term in the 
doublet: Ezek. 5.11: MaVIA: AND iON |) 337 

Both terms appear combined in doublets: 

Deut. 17.8: N37: On || 35 5 

Micah 4.3: 0998921" ON i, 33) 

Jor. 2.17: 32530: Yoni 351 y 

Jer. 2.18: 7h: + on 11555 

Deut. 1.32: OPON9: ANA TY on |, 3519 

Deut. 4.13: mn? : 7p 1 On | Aina 35 A 

Jer. 6.20: OM9Y:HI1p oN 155 4 


27. specification of the vowel-letter referred to: 


From the Masoretic note on the passage Josh. 22.27: NIT: 
IM PIP 19D AN sD] kOAd.ON7 ON AM Soan .pyyai a 
-OM7 ON we learn that while the terms in general use Si or ON 
had no reference as to which vowel-letter was meant by this 


remark, certain manuscripts were more specific in their termt- 
nology. Cf. the following examples: 


a) Lev. 14.4: ni0nv:ptp on b> 
VR. 7.2: 0INID3: O1p 1 on A 
1 Sam. 1.20: nippn?: 7p "1 on 
FE) Lev. 14.37: noyaypw: ana vm om > 
y) Lev. 23.17: p>-nawin:oIp 1 Snr 
G) Jer. 33.11: ORI: PIP Ty on 
() 1 sam. 20.13: 20": 4na 4"~ on 3a 
2 Ki. 4.44:99009:94n2 74'~ on 3 
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d) THE TERM TM REFERS TO THE CROSS-REFEREXCE 


Ezek. 33.25: OI): Sona 
Mal. 1.5:0>°791: On IN 3 
Hos. 5.13: 8B19: 5p In 4 
Eccl. 3.3: 8iDI9: On IN A 


Ps. 39.11:°M 99:8 9ND INA 
Ps. 119.101:°NN829:9 3nd INA 
Ps. 51.10: PD7:8 nD INA 
Ps. 89.11: DNIT:7T"Y INDIANA 


Hab. 1.5; 190°: ND MA refers to Ps. 22.31: 190". 
Job 21.4: T¥pn: ~Op WA refers to Num. 11.23: 1¥pn. 

With our finding (above under a 5) in mind that 7M and 78 
are interchangeably used, cf. also 
Ezek. 16.7: 1D): SO 8 A:cf. Prov. 19.29: WII. 

Lev. 14.6: mune: $9 810m 9: cf. Lev. 14.51: TON. 

Of the usage of the term TM to indicate the very passage 
under observation (cf. §12 d= 16), I came across these two 
instances only: 

Hab. 1.16: AN 7D: ON IN A; the cross-reference Num. 16.30: 

MN73 is in plene spelling. 

Micah 1.4: 72303: pop 174; cf. Josh. 10.11 and Jer. 48.5: 

THO! with patah. 

e) THE IDENTICAL NOTES ON PASSAGES IN A) DIFFERENT 
SPELLING (cf. § 12 e). 


Jer. 32.8:°7)97: 50 81 0nN 3) 
Jer. 32.9:°99: 59 81 0N 433 
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2 Sam. 15.27; Tita: ON IM) 99 In 3 
Ezck. 8.6:  T8II:on IM enaANnA 


2 Chron. 6.25: OMID WM: Sorionek a 
1 Ki. 8.34:  onawm:So am onan a 
2 Sam. 22.30: VIN: ON RI Sn it 
Ps. 18.30: paw: ON RY 9D 14 

f) THE TERM [7 
Ps. 78.43: YnbiINI: SN pT} 
Ex. 15.11: 0283:o0n yma 


Lev. 15.19: 73%: On pa A 
Pack. 47.22.9919: on 7 A 


~ 


6] 


The use of the term }7 in conjunction with IM results ina 
doublet; cf. Lev. 13.45: 9195: On 4m A; this note refers (accord- 


ing to subdivision d) to the second occurrence, namely Ex. 32.29 


where we actually find YD in defective spelling. On this second 


passage the Masora notes: OM TN 459 8&3. This is obviously a 


combination of 99 & 4 (referring to Lev. 13.45) and ON PT) A. 


Similarly we shall have to explain as doublets the following 


instances: 


Ezck. 40.4: 73m810: 5p pry || onan A 
Jer. 5.22 °:nigd: Sopa on ea 
Ex. 22.19: 09m: sp pt inns 4 3 


On Ezek. 3.17- Dw the Masora remarks: by 81 DN 3]. 


This might be considered merely as an amplification of an 


onginal note: OM 24; for now it is self understood that the one 
remaining instance is in Plene spelling. However, as the note 


reads, it docs not clearly indicate the way how the instance 
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under consideration (Ezek. 3.17) is spelled. Clarity is achieved 
by employing the term ]°7; cf. Ex. 18.20: MATT: 8) ON 33 
bn 7 SD. Compare the note on Ezek. 3.17 with that on Ex. 
18.20, and it becomes at once evident that in Ex. 18.20 we have 
a doublet: 90 PT |, 99 8). A similar case is Lev. 25.45: DIT: 
20 71 |) So 81 OM WA; cf. Exck. 47.22: 17997: ON PTA. We 
have thus demonstrated the separate use of cach component 

and their combination into a doublet. Consequently we shall 


regard as doublets Masorctic notes as the following: 


2 Sam. 2.12: 77y33: 99 7 || 99 IM on INA 
Ex. 38.18: 4pip1: 90 pa || on Im 39 IN A 
Ex. 28.20: ansibna: bo pt !}onam 99 7n 3 
Ex. 7.12: 0nu9: dn pa || 29 47 on INA 
2 Sam. 7.18: °INwAT: ON PT || 29 7M on 7M 3A 


1 Sam. 17.24: O81: 817 7 || 20.8100 33 
Isa. 50.1: MINPID: PT NIT |! 97D RON 3 
2 Sam, 19.42:1939°7: PT NWT |} OR 3D 17 
Ex. 32.10: ODN): ND PT || yop WAND 7 A 
Lev. 14.51: 7bInwA: 2D PT || ON DTP 3 

In a similar way, the Masoretic note on 1 Ki. 12.2702 PV): 
On tm $n AN 3 was expanded into a doublet on Gren. 20.11 
"IT): ON ayanat || on TM 5495 903. For the separate use of 
the second component cf. similarl Gen, 24.10: 210: PWT A, a 
reference to 2 Ki. 8.9. Consequently, I Sam. 28.6: DV183: 
DN O-7183 }2 by || on 7M by 4m 3 is adoublet, too: the cross- 
reference is to Isa. 24.15. The apparent anomaly tm the note: 
DN a 71N3 > by (while Q? 7182 1s quoted in plene spelling!) 


reflects only carelessness of the seribe or printer; cf. sinularly on 
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Deut. 32.47: TI IIT the Masoretic note DYOXD DIPS a, 
which refers to Deut. 1.32 where the word occurs in defective 
spelling: DPORD: ANI Wy ON |} 3519. 


D. Jacop BEN CHAYIM As EDITOR 


X. THE MASORETIC TEXT IS ECLECTICALLY ESTABLISHED 


Jacob ben Chayim does not follow any manuscript or authority 
in every detail, but uses his own judgment. Though a Spanish 
manuscript served him as a basis for his work, he nevertheless 
deviates from it occasionally; cf. on Gen. 19.13. In Num. 5.27 
he accepts the vocalization of Ben Asher, but in Jer. 25.29 he 
follows Ben Naphtali. Similarly he sometimes exhibits the read- 
ings of the "N37YP in his text, and on other occasions those of 
the *NMI7). He thus proceeds according to the eclectic method. 


But we are at a complete loss, when searching for the underly- 
ing principles. 


\ 18. Authorities Quoted for Doubtful Readings 


a) REFERRING TO THE SPELLING-TEXT 


Gen. 19.13: DIPOT A: PN INSDIPOY IND) TW NDDOR DOI 
DIpan 
25.14: TIT): WT ADIT :Y9y 703 WW NDDON 1DD3 
NDIT INS) DD 21931. 71007 7PY3 DI 121 

FON 

TS: IN YM .jom) aq ANID 7aN en A 
Pk? Maven AIDA AND Pan KD 

Ps. 105.22: Paw: P yaw ind Aw Aaa YR ITNT? 

Deut. 32.6: mba: Sa oysamd tino mS tind Ari? 

snoop stn sans pod ond” an? 


(sen. 


Gen. 27.3: 
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b) REFERRING TO THE VOCALIZATION-TEXT 


Gen. 26.35: J"): WOW TNT OWI) NX DDON DDI N¥D) JD 
77D 

Gen. 18.15: WDM}: Aw WIT) .nNpa oO Ipw op FD 
TVA N2w DD .popl NITwSIDNYITNID 
yn? 79 

Num. 7.85: 779pa: Typ sor 37 9751.9 

Ezck. 18.11: 228: 8pr Or 7538 . pop YNN¥D DIDO NXpa 

Pow nnp > Det iySy 4001 .nInD 13ND 


TDD pop DINN?7 
Lev. 4.35: 390 Jor: 1ra7 7p anDw .7N& woIND N¥D) JP 
on 3) 8OIN TDP IND 1P°7DD Ow) 


C) DIFFERENCES BETWEEN BEN ASHER AND BEN NAPHTALI 


Ex. 21.19: qbanm:7a7 xaos pt oops ]3) Wwe JIT NNDB 
TUN 

Num. 5.27: OFAN: 1719] WR 13? 

Jer. 25.20; NIPIIWE: 79ND) ]2 


d) °S27YD AND UNMITD 
a) the text exhibits the *8M2)-reading : 


1 Ki. 16.1: Nwvar>y: Rwy IN: oeaayo> .? 
1 Ki. 3.20: maw: poy ay 729) :0n ATNMITD? 70 NIIYD? 
1 Ki. 3.12: 49479: 0n 'NIIITD? 


3) the text exhibits the *837Y9-reading : 


1 Sam. 1.3: 01D): 20 woo On NIIYO? 
2 Sam. 6.23: by. 45) nD °NMITD? 


372 ALEXANDER SPERBER [80] 
lor. 34.2: YP PIS: PPI PRATT? (cf. § 2y: 7192: WPID? RD) 
Micah 6.5: .°p 7 ND 1 OMIT 

Isa. 3.17:70ND: AND RMIT. 


S19. The \asoretic Tradition at Variance 


Cf. Jacob ben Chayim’s statement in his Introduction: NVOIPDAl 


1D3 WS TN .1D3 WIN AT .0NT ONDD pa WAST CNNSDY 
OT Iw MYT CNNAN. 


Ex. 16.13: 1900: p9wm SoS :npn) 8031.95) A 

Ex. 26.5: N?°3p9:]3 nda WON NAN AONI.9p9 yan ON PT 
Judy. 10.6:7194a9: 99 a:nDn  RDA.bD S 

Judy. 19.17: ana: 89a On ArydSy rDDI RO 

1 Sam. 1.28: 17Pn2RwA: om S bn RDA .d 


+ 


Isa. 31.4: 0210701: 2 DN RD .S 

Jer. 6.19: oniawna: 99 9 kd Spa 

Jer. 29.11: NAW: ON AND .ON 2 | 

Fx. 4.12: yarn: 5319 sy9y qoen .opntim :koar .b01 7 

Gen. 36.7: O79: 7'S) ON PT: 2p pT ON as 

2 Sam. 17.14: DPW (2°): ADOT ADD MN Sy enndo1.07 
T2909] °75D°D NN) .OM 1 1100) 
yO yO TPP PRr.ON 

Josh. 21.11: 7w419:3 On Sid :py1tD1 pr ROAD .T"Y ON 2] 719 

ma. an-apa 
Gen. 49.21: nad: yav.on a vby ton) RDAI 2 7 yO 7 
O°7507 331 ON ND pipyna Rw 
(sen. 26.22: 


MANA: .ON NAM ere AD yipynai .awns j- 
DM m1 


Josh. 8.12: YY2: ADD NID 4p ‘nd 1D 


2 Sam. 14.21: re wY -OTARYD ned Np. op’15o07 3104) ./ n-wy 
FOND INN OND NDI AP 7 
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Isa. 38.14: DIDI: N? DIN .DIDD Mp) DDD ‘nd DO nxp2 
YSONI TY JDINIA ANN OY MDW YARXYD 
mM) pr man 
Ps. 24.4: WW): PND 7217) TDN. 710) 8b7 NON) .9 wD? 
TY Pp) Man IDI 1" pandas 


S20. AMasora and Text-Tradition at Variance 


On Prov. 23.5: MWY the marginal Masora states: AI7 ODI ]"Y 
WPT Wd wy 7A. In the Masora finalis referred to we read 
S.v. WY: JPVONT TD OW ya £35590 TDNV2 70D) 9'D).35 7 
(We re-arranged here the somewhat confused word-order of the 
Statement). In a note on the passage Jer. 22.4 referred to, the 
problem is clearly formulated: JI77 :°D) 4103 i AND TW wy 
THT 377 8 WYN WY ON 9D UN WUT OND .72 2D) 
-O193 .0°11 NS WAV. 2700) O10 vw) .0°7) ON T2778) 
PORSD) O°) OIDDA IAN NPTA .NID’OT WYN wy ON 
OND onw awy Fon oy 702 89 705 19 ON 7 TOM." 
OP ITF ODOT 9D way) 7D ON 1173 NITY 270NI ONT.NTI 
DONT DD on. Ind TA wy aD INE b> by 70D) OD DALw 
TIN 47 oy ane matowy nd>d00 m0) 709 29 Ton Ty) 
OMS OY ImMN D7.) ND yoy JOD 2 NIT ANND 
Ta 79°05 a Noy? 8D) NID NIIY ONT wpn.3 ow. 
The word WwWY occurs four times in this spelling, with waw as 
final letter. These passages are: Jer. 4.18; 1b. 7.5; 1b. 22.4 and 


Fizek. 31.11. In some manuscripts the Masora substitutes 


Ezek. 23.30 for Jer. 22.4 of our list. I, therefore, cxamined 
Manuscripts which are reputed as correct, and found the mstance 
Ezek. 23.30 spelled with 7. But now I wonder. Since bzek. 23.30 
Is spelled WWY with 7, why is this passage not cnumerated 
together with the four other occurrences of TWY in this spelling 
with 7? (According (o our Bible, TWY with 7 at the end vecurs 


eight times!), This argument might be taken as a proot that in 
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Ezek. 23.30 WY should be spelled, with waw. But if so, then all 
those manuscripts which are reputed as correct turn out to be 
incorrect, for in all of them there occurs a Masoretic note on 
each of the four passages (mentioned above) stating: WY occurs 
4 times with 1. The same is true of the Masoretic compilations. 
There is even another fact that puzzles me: why is WY in the 
passage Gen. 31.28 enumerated among the four occurrences of 
MWY with 71? This passage is not only spelled with 1 in the text, 
but also has a Masoretic note saying: this is the only occurrence 
of this form (construct infinitive) with 1! Let the Masora enumer- 
ate this passage together with the other instances of spelling 


WY with waw! T did much hard thinking on this subject. Sul 
1 do not know how to explain it.” 


S21. The Text is Made to Conform with the Masora 
Whenever feasible the reading of the text is selected — or 


reviscd — in such a manner as to conform to the respective 
Miasoretic list: 


Gen. 25.25: *NDTN: 131.820 TTIDNA +Dd) .on S4BDA ANA 


nD PP’nsa oN 
Gen. 26.25: moar: 


v1 


AX DIYNT PYID pda oO AD pp'NA 
vn "na >a apie aDp7 bya Sar .123 


pnd oYRw spo nyp ww .jDDa O01 pI7"N 
yawns mr 
Gen. 46.3: TYAN ATID: ASD TID PNT ODIO pp NA 
7770 same noon bya Sar 
DAD 


Jer. 21.6: DRA Nyy: > myo oN ne nd DD N¥par.S 


m27 .AN1 OnIk OY NaI APA 722 kIT 
snr pnd 
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hack, 22.18: OTN [2:28 °D yD) PTI S87 ODO 73973 
Pt 903 77007 Anew x7 pp 


Ezek. 39.28: ONS 98: OND ADDI MDI Nd WT IDI AD 
720) 8? 9n .5’DD onoIN by 5 
"DD 73 yon) .0bs55 


Ezek. 45.10: eke -AXppl) ITT I VONSD IIDD NXPI°D .1"T JD 


D2 7 ONT OMN OY TDI Nb °D Emyn 7 
IPM Bnd YT NON 4p Man 


Ps. 88.10: af Soa: ny S55 :an5 D790 DOD NN) 3 
72 DINAN 919) 


Ps. 144.2: nnn: 15 ay atop ydy) an 7203 7D 8B vy 
YOST DO". yA Ap .nnNn and 77 
F021") ON 3” ON 7D 170) 8D AI ADDAY 
YN) 900 °9DD 73173 (np7a).ypIp) Man 
O7DY 702 89 7N.2” ON "DOD 


Prov. 4.15: 94y1:°pS oe Dy) 9p). Way’ ind po Nxpa 
‘> 02 89 oD Dm Nd AIDDA ya nyt 
mm.) 99p) man wr TP nIT7 3D ON 
DIDY 7D] 8? 


Ex. 14.25: onS): inn 3% 1p003 21002 710) 8b °>D .Bp3a ID 

Josh. 21.35: 5951 3) 4¥2 08 7287 WDD) 10732 AND DD y~ 
OTD D2 VY) NSD] 8? OWT OP ITA DOT 
15553 exo) 8d NN ND ANDVI'D..YY IODA aN 
TPIT] NTN. 


The only instanees | am aware of, in which Jacob ben Chay im 
Wiltinely deviates from what he considers to be implicd by the 
Masora, are the two following passages, in one of which he 


Viclds to the authority. of Kimbo: 
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Gen. 16.12: 98 Yar: S13) 8D ATNDDT DB? Pas .oDOT 994 75 
1» Sy pee n’D ppnal nya? 
Ezek. 43.26:199391: 2’? OPT) ADD N¥pa O3O&k .p 115d" 


Toon ON ADD Sapm ADAw nxn 
O’31n> Onw AW OY TIMI NI *D .]D NMI 
YR Aw 912 TY Mapr Man wna 1s 


IDM LIDDIADAw ONwYwITDsa Pp"? 
b>". 


§ 22. The Selecting of a Reading in the Absence of Afasora 


In all of those numerous cases, in which Jacob ben Chayim 
found himself confronted with the problem of selecting his read- 
ing among the variants offered in the source-manuscripts which 
he consulted, and where no Masorctic note was at hand to guide 
him in his choice, he seems not to have followed any fixed rules 
as to which manuscript deserves greater credence in every 
detail, but decided cach case on its own merits, according to 


his judgment. In a note he records the variant reading which he 
rejected: 


Ex. 194: D¥02: 09x03 34D Maan wy) .onpon opidn 


Op NT NO N¥pa oO) p17) O7H03) 
oaxn> :wxo3 

Ezek. 29.2: 92D: 0w OPI ODD napa nyt wT 2 
b9ina m$> in>d omRxD 

1 Ki. 20.20: OAR 1021: OWN OP ITD OADDSA ON DI 

Josh. 24.26: 49p1: 890 D»ITD RBAL.on S 

1 Sam. 23.4:772°9p: 9p TI DAl.on ODD NxpA 

Jer. 22.2: YOW: Yow sD DA) .WYWdOw RDB 

Job 15.17: 3AM: wT AND bOI 

Judy. 9.35: JANNT: AND boa }> 
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Jer. 9.22: 98(3°): 7D HDI 7D 

Jer. 13.7: 89:70 DDI JD 

Jer. 51.46: 26D (1°): 70D bOI ID 

Ezek. 46.6: DD°ON 1p3: 7 7 5’D3 JD 
Ps. 109.18: ]OW1: 7D DDI JD 


377 


In these cases Jacob ben Chayim decided according to the 


evidence of the M0) "5D: but in other instances he rejected 


this evidence: 


Isa. 15.2: iar): §ND Jat) 47ND DOI 
Jer. 44.8:032:075 :an0 bd 
Ezek. 14.23: 73:77 :410 1902 
Job 9.8: 02 N93: ay ‘NDA AND 1903) 


Josh. 19.34: MIN: IN TND ND 
Josh. 9.21; O72: DTN 577219 PNN¥D 1? RO 


Josh. 19.15: 99x71: wa TONDO? 
Isa. 34.16: TWN: TWN) RD 

Jer. 6.27: 0977; 037 RO 

Jer, 91519 F): DIYT RO 

Jer. 14.14: 005-059 xb 

Jor. 24.1: pags PID RD (cf. § 18d Bz UNPTS : TPTS NIT?) 
ezek. 23.5: aon: 3avni XD 

Ezck. 36.4: Ninnwa: HVT RD .? 

Isa. 51.5: °piat: OM RO 


Josh. 8.21: pa: Vy yw? 1203 WRSP 
Isa. 63.15: a1: 0n ODOT ANA 

Fezek. 40.4: anN37: 4n3 7 0n 750 Spa) .29) 5 

Gen, 36.7: DWIDIT: TON D’75D v’ _ 

Isa. 27-4: WYWDN: POP NA YW O.? 

I Sam, 25.22: 1pa7 719: 718 (OND | 

Lev. 10.12: 11y98 9X1: aryox S87 :NSDI RDII.LIT" IDO D 


Pp 
—.J 
yo 
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FE. CONCLUSIONS 


X1T. HOW TO EDIT THE BIBLE 
8 23. The Problem 


1. The Hebrew Bible is the basic source for our knowledge of 
Hebrew grammar. In this relationship between Bible and 
crammar, the Bible occupies the first place, being of primary 
importance, while the grammar can best be described by the 
Talmudic term of a V7 AIAN (an offspring thereof). Thus, a 
reliable Bible text is an indispensable prerequisite for all gram- 
matical researches; but on the other hand: no grammatical 
theories must be permitted to influence in any way the shaping 
of the Bible text. For else, the grammar based upon such a 
Bible text would merely demonstrate to what extent our own 
preconceived grammatical theories were actually applied in the 
editing of the aforesaid Bible, instead of revealing any genuinely 
Hebrew grammatical laws. 

2. It is lamentable that this fundamental consideration has 
obviously not been the guiding principle of the Bible editions 
hitherto published: 

a) The Bible editions which at present are in common use, 
as those published by S. Baer, C. D. Ginsburg, R. Nittel (first 
and second edition of his Biblia I[ebraica) and M. Letteris, are 
based upon Jacob ben Chayim’s first Masorctic Bible. Though 
they claim to be faithful reproductions thereof, they very 
frequently chanved the vocalization in its many aspects (cf. 
HPh §7) as well as the accentuation, so as to make their text 
the better conform with what they considered ‘‘correct’’ Hebrew 
grammar, but which we would more adequately term as thetr 


respective conception of Hebrew grammar. The many differences 
which exist between these cditions 





all of which claim to be 
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carefully revised according to the Masora — reflect solely the cor- 
responding differences in the grammatical views held by the 
respective editors. Cf. the post-script of the “Neu reeidirte wy 
verbesserte'’ Bible edition. published in TJ 8X20 under the 
auspices of the Jewish Orthodox Bible Institute in Germany, 
Which reads: O°]197p DDT °9D02 NI Wwe ANIA Sy aI 
}iwon PITPT BVOwWD ,, Yr. It goes without saying 

that our scientific Hebrew grammars, being based upon one or 

the other of these Bible editions, are basically valucless. 

6) Jacob ben Chayim's Bible is, according to his own state- 
Ment in his Jutroduction, a revision of the then extant Bible texts: 
0°72 9090 ONN .OTD *nININM AIDA B03 NAW INN) 
+. ND OW PR AWN MD OFD PRY TY .owIIwn m95InNI 
MPO .9D2 Sy oNND I NT...4F 2D ONNTWd? 
“TI2 9D8 AN TI2 TOIS8 AT T7107 ODO 3 WIS CUNNSDY 
18D pwr Sy oS awo saw minipoa)... ow my7 cnKan 
T0931.0°9D07 3173 PIDTD N¥1D ONT NOW 770070 INN 
PPID AP WrAw nwIpoa) .AwWpP 77 N77 .INN JDINA NINN 
DOST RX1D ona TY Appin wT... WTI 
Tt 2y ontay now mo yay ovym...enyt nivayd. In 
establishing his text, Jacob ben Chayim proceeded according to 
What might be called the eclectic method —- provided we con- 
sene to call his procedure a method. Thus, some times he follows 
Ben Naftali, but on some other occasions he gives Ben Asher 
the preference: on two occasions he refers to Spanish codices as 
omby 300] NW, but elsewhere he frequently adopts the read- 
Ing found in O'IHOA D3 as against that of DDD N¥pdI. 
Jacob ben Chayim thus used his own judgment in chosing onc 
and discarding another reading. 

c) Amongst the many authorities, which Jacob ben Chayim 
quotes by name in order either to accept or to reject their 


readings, Ben Asher and Ben Naftali rank very high as Masoretuc 
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[88] 
scholars. But even their work as editors of the Bible was of the 
same type as has just been characterized for the later genera- 
tions, namely: basing their editions on preconceived grammatical 
theories. At least for Ben Asher’s work we have explicit evidence 


for this rdle of his, in a colophon to ms. Adler 1701 of our 


Seminary Library, which reads: YA WOM pn by bon 
DIpTI AWK Ya yTaAnw .onDpD 45 751d NIN .oNI¥DA 
niya7 O'3Y AWS Ya. In other words: The fame of the 
well-known Egyptian codex (O°1¥92 YIT'A THOM) rests on the 
fact that Ben Asher spent many years of his life (M137 073”) 
in correcting it (J7PIMW) and revising every detail (D1P7T)). By 
this procedure, an otherwise common Bible ms. became an 
authoritative Model Code. But in order to correct and carefully 
revise the ms., Ben Asher must have worked out beforehand 
his own grammatical laws as to what is correct in Hebrew, and 
what is not. These laws he then painstakingly applied to the 
ms., which thus became a Model Codex, since Ben Asher’s 
reputation as a grammarian imbued it with authority. But the 
relationship between Bible and grammar was thus reversed: for 
the Bible of Ben Asher was an offspring of his grammar! 

3. Thus, Bible editors till now made the fundamental error 
to approach their task as grammarians, anxious to eliminate 
and correct what in their eyes plainly were ‘errors.’ By this 
procedure they achieved that grammatical studies finally be- 
came hopelessly entangled in) inner contradictions, resulting 
from the attempts to put on a common denominator different 
Hebrew forms, which in reality represent the remnants of the 
many hands which had been at work editing the Bible through- 
out the generations. These problems will be dealt with in detail 
in my forthcoming Hebrew Grammar. 

+. In order to free ourselves from these many layers of 


editorial débris, we have to search for such Bible texts, the 
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readings of which do not exhibit systematic revisions of this 
kind. We emphasize: “systematic” revisions: because it would 
be too much to hope to find texts which entirely escaped such 
editorial changes. But Inconsistency in their application will 
permit us to arrive at general conclusions as to the character- 
istics of their genuine Vorlage. We, thercfore, turn to incunabula 
and old Bible manuscripts, which up to now have been entirely 
disregarded by grammarians and Bible editors alike, since the 


text they present was considered utterly incorrect. 


S 24. The Basic Bible Text 


As specimina for our new approach we first publish, both in 
facsimile reproduction and in transcription, two pages from the 
famous Codex Reuchlinianus (written in 1105) in Karlsruhe, and 


one page from a very rare Spantsh incunabulum of our Seminary 
the Codex Reuchlinianus are 


Library. The facsimiles from 
(1887), 


taken from Stade, Geschichte des Volkes Israel, vol. I 
and William Wright, Facsimtles of \fanuscripts and Inscriptions, 
vol. II (1883), respectively. 

The transcription aims at faithfully reproducing all the 
details of the vocalization. However, a few external changes in 
the position of certain vowel-signs in the Codex Reuchlinianus 
had to be introduced in order to simplify their reproduction in 
print. Thus, we indicate kamez here by-r, while the Ms. has =; 
) in final position is vocalized 3? in the Ms., but here 1; instead of 
FT and FT of the Ms. we print fl and f7, respectively, the dagesh in 
& and 4 we put above these letters: N and 1), instead of & and 


“], as the Ms. presents. 
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Codex Reuchlinianus 


(Landeshibliothek, Karlsruhe) 
fol. &3b 
1 Sam. 30.27-31.9 


190) 


9227 


snta Tyh) 3k ATA Ws?) Sada Wwe? 
Vanda Wy Maya Wed woya WR? 


aya wh Sydnrd mya je) 5575 WN?) : 


pA 
Java Wrdi wy 7a 7wsd) Anta Awey'r 
77 Ov F>TAM we vides 555) AANA 7WS?? 


eR wT 


DD ON wis IOP. PRIA oO] ony? : 


AX ONW2] 191 a Ay) DRw AS onwSdS pat: 


SRW 12 YWI7D Hy IAPIY Ay) jA™ 


T 


DOIN ODOT RSA DR Sy AdN9n7 AadM : 


ONT Awe Fm ABP: 


7 = 


1B T2 PT ABT AW 179 NIP AY TDN" | 


Tay x23 55yAm chapsn aban oSayr 183 
35) Jang Ay Sigw np Tko et oo yb> Nbr 


ey 


»28 


30 


231 
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‘qn 9y si oO) 55" Sew Ad D> p55 NBD RD: 


joy np" 


Ova PRIN 72 ON Y9D NY PID ABI MNB 15% : 


ITT N77 


7393 TWN) PENT T3V2 WY PNT WIN INT): 


IY PID AN’ 19 73) ANT. wWIY 10}°D TNT 
7721301 o-nG95 8597 111 IVT AN 


INS") 09207 AN OWS? OND WI") AIT ; 


90997 W732 0753 113 NIB Ay) AND AN 


YIN on38) P2D AX 10!) WRI AX INI: 


‘OY Ny) OT ASY M3 W327 330 ONw 25 


fol. 382b 


Mal. 3.19-24: 


‘by 55) or 5D Ym TunD WA RD oT AMD: 


ABIX MT WY 837 OT OS OTP) BP AB 
FRY) WW OT? Tiy? NP? WS 
T5192 RPI APTS WY 9 NT 092 AN 
:PATD 2392 OND) OMNS”) 


ona ob}9 Map An 7S A 12 Oe omy : 


SPINS ANT TDS TAWY IN WS 
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bo Sy anna AR CAS Wr TY Awe nA N31 
baw Opn IR 

sy ov 83259 said FPOs Ay 039 3b 0558 Aa 


Tam D7 
NIAS 1B OAS Fy oa 39) oa Sy Ady ab Sw 


On PANT AR MDM 


059 now °538 AT 


Pentateuch with Targum 


(92| 


122 


.23 


.24 


i235 


Spanish Incunabulum (Library, Jewish Theological Seminary, 


shelf mark 72050) 


Deut. 29.2-19 


On O27 


oN) AINA? ory nvtd ado od mom yn) NI: 


Td OP TY yow? 


OP NNW 193 89 WaTI TW OYA OPAN 77181 : 


239 Syn an?’ x? F2vn aD2V0 


2Y7N v0 ony xd r>2w 7) ON22S NP ON? : 


[DD TAN MYT oI 
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12) NY) Iw 720 [AP 8 NT OMT Py WIN) : 


(022) 79202 WON TP? [WI 


<2) 72) N72 T2M> Tn OXI AY NPN: 


SWI YAW 


YD? ONS ONwY) NNT IIT 737 Ay OnqDw : 


WYN AWS 72 NN ID DN 


OD UN] OFTPN MT 1H? 0929 oO OY) ON: 


>Synw wr 95 os Iwen ODI! OD VS 


PD) INY 


TIPS Tip qwx 123 PIN AT I3 7IAV? : 


‘OT yoy nD 


oaqay> FznaN? yaw) WN) 72737 WY 
SPYI21 PAS? 


ANH 7287 


wads map o> oa Ty wey 7D iw qwWNTNN 7D : 


OPT WOY TDN TIWS ON) 


AN) ONISD PIA Naw. WYN onYT aNNnD : 


SONBY WY OT IPI Way Wy 


TY PSY AVP PID AIPA WS 7) OD) OI :10 


on, 


eaunh, 
omc, 


ombud 95 mani ov? 12 OT ADOPT 1Y99 212 


oud’, 


"AN) ONT MTT AN NID °338 0973? ODDN ND? 213 


enc, 
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37) 102 JN) PY OP22TNN OP SIPY Ny WIN) 216 


OnIQY WE 

1327 "WS YAY IS TMDW IN TWN IS WS OI3 WD 117 
SPs Ty? AI29 way mo oy om mp 
Tay?) WRI TD wrw OD3 w 7p oN ONT 

19923 TANT) AN ANT IAT My iyHY? mT! :18 
wo? Fx ocay moawa cod ae ody apr’ 


STNOSTTNN 7177 NPD 


INN) oo, 972 55 So mem mare? 119 
MM AMD... Taw 9D jaan NTT WRI 


:Owr Ann iawn 


$25. The Significance of these Specimens 


a) In order to fully appreciate the importance of these terts 
lor Hebrew grammar, it is essential that we free ourselves from 
the established grammatical views as expressed in the current 
works on. this subject. For it is not our aim) to compare the 
vocalization of any given word in these texts with that of the 
sO-Called Masoretic text and note deviations. Such an approach 
would imply our silent admission of the validity of the Masoreuc 
crammatical laws even for our texts, though they may not 
have been punctihously cnough observed here. We on the other 
hand decline to commit ourselves a priort neither to adm tung, 
hor to denying it. Solely the way how the vowel-signs are applied 


In the texts themselves, shall decide this problem (cf. HPh § 9). 
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b) dagesh and raphe 


1. The Codex Reuchlinianus applies dagesh indiscriminately to 
almost all the Ictters of the alphabet (the sole exceptions being 
Mand Y), regardless of the position of the letter (whether at the 
beginning, in the middle or at the end of a word) and of the 
nature of the preceding vowel-sign (whether | or _; . or .; 

or _). Those letters of a word, which for no apparent reason 
at all have no dagesh, get a raphe instead. But neither a) dagesh 


nor $)raphe follow any rules; they are irregularly put: 


a) 1 Sam 30.31: 817 1 Sam 31.7: °W38 (1°) 
31.5: 97 E : WIN (2°) 
8B) 1 Sam. 31.5: 9%) 1 Sam. 31.7:9839) 
6:1") 8: 1829) 
1 Sam. 31.8: 78) Mal. 3.19: 92 
9: nN 22:92 


The complete disregard of the Masoretic laws concerning dagesh 
and raphe is further evidenced by the fact that these signs are 


used here y) interchangeably or even 6) combined: 


y) 1 Sam. 31.4: NwI9 1 Sam. 31.6: Abb 

7 > NWI 8: Aw > 
Cf. also 1 Sam. 30.27: WN?) with verse 28: ION91. 
6) 1 Sam. 31.6: TRY Mal. 3.23: 8°337 


2. The Spanish incunabulum has only very, very rarely a 
dagesh or raphe. But the inconsistency of their application be- 


comes clear, when we consider the following cases: 


a) Gen. 41.5: 0° 2738 Gen. 414: 0873 
6: 0°72 20: mNvIaA 


Gen. 41.4:9950 
20: NINBA (2°) 
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B) Gen. 41.37: 974¥ Deut. 30.2: TIN 
38: YY 1: 4/798 
Deut. 29.4: 193 (89) Deut. 29.13: MNT (1°) 
«ind ax?) “Ate (2°) 


c) the vowel a is indicated by the indiscriminate use of , 
and 


1. in the Codex Reuchlinianus: 


1 Sam. 31.3: 0007 1 Sam. 30.31: PWIN) 
‘ so NDA ‘* 31.6: WIS 
1 Sam. 31.1; 93930 1 Sam. aah 5: 032 
8: yadan 6:00) 
1 Sam. 31.1: Sat Mal. 3.23: 53s 
Mal. 3.22: INw ‘ 55x 


2. in the Spanish incunabulunt: 


Gen. 41.5: yaw Gen. 41.14: Ty 75 
6: Yaw 16:79 75 
Gen. 41.18: 1a Gen. 41.4: NI950 
19: 4wW2 20: NinB7 (1°) 
Gen. 41.21: map (1°) Gen, 41.17:°0902 
: MAT (2°) 22: *p2n3 
Gen. 41.31: yawn Gen. 41.35: 22 
34: YQUA 37: 22 


Deut. 29.11: 07n Deut. 30.3: VT7R (1°) 
12:0r7 spate (2°) 

Pout. 29.22: 77 

30.1: Wd 
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d) similarly | and | are interchangeably used: 
1. in the Codex Reuchlinianus: 
1 Sam. 31.4: 793 (1°) Mal. 3.19: 798 
* 23a) 22: WN 
2. in the Spanish incunabulum: 


Gen. 41.26: 737 Lev. 11.4:7179 
27737 5:177 


ie 4h 


Deut. 29.26: iT 
27:70 


e) The material at our disposal, especially from the so 
highly important Codex Reuchlinianus, is very limited; the two 
pages which form the basis for our discussion are all we possess. 
There are abundant indications that an examination of the 
entire ms. would reveal startling results; cf. e. g. 1) the absence 
of pata® furtivum as evidenced by forms like VONWNA, y9 937, 
vWD ID, now (bis); 2) the vocalization of waw in final posi- 
tion with shewa, as f.1.: 93, P33, 170", YwWIN; 3) the fact that 
holem is affixed to the consonant to which it belongs, and not 
to the following mater lectionis waw, thus resulting in a two- 
first by the mater lecttonts waw 


ways vocalization of the word: 
FDO; 


(cf. HPT § 40), and subsequently by fholem, c.g. 
od, oT, niBD. But these details will have to wait for their 
clarification until normal peace conditions return, and the 
contents of European libraries will again be made accessible to 


Americans. 


S26. Towards a New Bible Edition 


The results at which we arrived in the foregoing paragraph, in- 
complete though they are due to the scarcity of material, are of 
the utmost importance for the New Edition of the Hebrew 
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[98] 
Bible, which we plan to publish. No matter whether we adopt 
the procedure of the Codex Reuchlintianus and use dagesh inclis- 
criminately throughout, or whether we follow the lead of the 
Spanish incunabulum and put the dagesh into the discard 
altogether, the final outcome remains the same: the dagesh has 
outlived its existence! It ceases to be a dagesh, 1. c. a crux gram- 


maticarum (cf. HPh §§ 11-35), and is reduced to its original 


insignificance of a mere dot, inserted at random in curved letters 


for the sole purpose of their beautification. 


Since | and _ are promiscuously used, and there is not the 


slightest semblance of evidence that they were meant to in- 
dicate two distinct vowels, there could be no objection from the 


scholarly point of view to simplify matters by substituting onc 


single vowel-sign for both of them. The same procedure is here- 
with advocated with regard to | and _, which are used inter- 
changeably, too. 


I emphasize: these are merely temporary and incomplete 
results; and a thorough examination of the hitherto neglected 
‘Incorrect’? manuscripts in the old European librarics will no 
doubt round up and bring to a conclusion this /endency towards 
simplification, which is based solely on a careful study and an 
unbiased interpretation of old texts, the soundest bases a philo- 
logian can think of. In conclusion I wish to state that the results 
outlined here fully substantiate the ‘General Conclusions” 
(HPh, chapter C), which were formulated after an examination 
of the laws of Masoretic Hebrew Phonology, and at a time, 


when the basic texts of this investigation here still were ferra 
incognita to me. 
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On ees 


I. 
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3. 
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4 


fe IN ING bo ON te by NO be bo fe ha 
NMNNADADA NM ym 


| 
Z 
3 
6 
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3 
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19.6 [67] 

19.7 [55] 
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21.12 [73] 
22.8 (15) 
22.13 [14], [79] 
22.34 [15] 
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40.1 [52] 
44.8 {46}, [85] 
48.21 [54] 


49.28 [69] 
49.30 [54] 
51.3 [22] 

51.46 [85] 


EZEKIEL 


3.17 [76] 
5.11 [74] 
5.13 [55] 
7.22 [69} 
8.6 [76] 
11.6 [46] 
13.20 [45] 
14.23 [85] 
16.7 [73], [75] 
16.18 [72] 
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39.28 [83] 
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40.4 [43], [76], [85] 
43.26 [71], [72], [84] 


45.10 [83] 
46.6 [83] 

46.19 [54] 

47.8 [61] 

47.22 [76], [77] 
48.16 [8], [22] 
48.21 [61] 
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1.2 [43] 
2.6 [70] 

4.6 [54], [73] 
5.13 [75] 
12.10 [54] 


anos 88.10 [83] 
89.11 [75] 
4.12 (62| 89.29 [72] 
8.12 [62] 95.5 [24] 
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3.19 [66] 140.13 [72] 
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3.35 [59] 
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1.7 [$9] 
3.3 [75] 
4.3 [59] 
6.10 [60] 
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11.3 [57] 
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